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Executive  Summary 

This  study  was  conducted  to  meet  the  requirement  of  Illinois 
Senate  Resolution  881  that  the  benefits  and  cost  of  geologic 
mapping  programs  be  documented  by  the  Illinois  State  Geological 
Survey.     It  was  decided  that  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  should 
be  used  as  a  case  study  because  the  most  detailed  geologic 
mapping  to-date  was  done  in  those  two  counties.     It  was 
recognized  from  the  outset,  however,  that  the  cost  of  geologic 
mapping  in  other  parts  of  Illinois  will  depend  on  the  complexity 
of  geologic  conditions,  amount  of  additional  data  required, 
methods  of  data  processing  and  map  production,  and  the  degree  of 
detail  required.     Therefore,  two  cost  scenarios  were  considered, 
one  based  on  projection  of  the  Boone  and  Winnebago  experience  and 
another  based  on  cost  estimation  made  by  ISGS  geologists  for  the 
statewide  mapping  program. 

The  cost  of  geologic  mapping  conducted  in  1980  in  Boone  and 
Winnebago  counties  was  recalculated  in  1990  dollars  by  using  1990 
salary  levels  and  consulting  drillers  for  current  drilling  costs. 

The  benefits  of  geologic  mapping  were  far  more  difficult  to 
quantify,  partly  because  no  past  applied  experience  existed  and 
partly  because  benefits  occur  for  decades  after  geologic  maps  are 
used  in  decision-making.     The  basic  economic  premise  in  benefit 
assessment  was  that  geologic  mapping  programs  are  a  "public  good" 
as  against  "private  goods"  such  as  consumer  products.  The 
implication  of  this  difference  is  that  the  market  demand  curve 
for  geologic  mapping  programs  is  a  result  of  the  vertical 
summation  of  individual  demand  curves  as  against  a  horizontal 
summation  of  individual  demand  curves  for  a  private  good. 
Furthermore,  due  to  a  lack  of  documentation  on  possible  benefits, 
an  indirect  assessment  of  benefits  had  to  be  made  based  on  the 
rationale  that  any  future  cost  that  could  be  avoided  because  of 
the  knowledge  gained  through  geologic  mapping  programs  is 
equivalent  to  benefits  and  attributable  to  the  program. 

Data  collection  on  such  future  avoidable  costs  was  based  on  55 
personal  interviews  with  actual  or  potential  users  of  geologic 
information  in  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties.     Some  of  the 
information  was  quantifiable  in  dollars,  but  much  more  was  of 
qualitative  nature.     The  results  of  this  study  must  be  used  only 
in  conjunction  with  appropriate  weighing  of  qualitative  benefit 
data. 

The  quantifiable  benefit  data  have  been  available  only  in  the 
form  of  avoidable  cost  of  cleaning  up  a  portion  of  contaminated 
waste  disposal  sites  and  industrial  sites.     This  is  not  to  say 
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that  geological  mapping  will  result  in  avoidance  of  all  costs  at 
all  future  waste  disposal  sites  and  industrial  sites.  However, 
costs  could  be  significantly  reduced  if  geologic  maps  are  used. 
There  are  at  least  a  dozen  other  uses  of  geologic  information  and 
many  potential  sources  of  benefits.  They  all  must  be  given 
appropriate  weight  in  decision-making  concerning  geologic  mapping 
programs.     We  emphasize  that  the  results  of  this  study  are  based 
on  a  single  type  of  benefits,  discounted  50  percent,  70  percent 
and  90  percent  in  three  scenarios  to  consider  future  use  of 
geology. 

In  scenario  I,  the  benefits  were  discounted  by  50  percent 
assuming  that  no  dramatic  change  from  past  practices  will  occur 
in  siting  facilities  and  disposing  of  wastes.  Regulations 
currently  reguire  consideration  of  geology  in  siting  waste 
disposal  facilities  but  do  not  include  siting  of  industrial 
facilities.     In  Scenario  II,  the  benefits  were  discounted  by  75 
percent  to  account  for  regulatory  progress  and  for  progress  in 
designing  safer  waste  disposal  facilities  that  will  help  prevent 
contamination  problems  at  many  sites.     Finally,   in  Scenario  III 
it  is  assumed  that  regulatory  changes  in  the  near  future  and  the 
already  existing  regulations  on  siting  industrial  and  waste 
disposal  facilities  will  be  highly  effective  and  the  design  of 
engineered  structures  highly  successful.  The  Scenario  III 
benefits  were  therefore  discounted  by  90  percent. 

The  quantifiable  benefits  were  analyzed  for  the  appropriate  level 
of  confidence  to  be  vested  in  the  data.     Four  categories  of 
benefits  were  made  with  decreasing  level  of  confidence.  The 
highest  confidence   (±0%  variability)  was  placed  on  expenses 
incurred  by  lEPA  as  of  6/3  0/1990.     The  next  lower  level  of 
confidence  (±10%)  was  assigned  to  expenses  already  incurred  but 
not  as  well-documented  as  the  lEPA  expenses.     The  estimates  of 
clean-up  costs  available  from  feasibility  studies  were  assigned  a 
±30%  confidence,   as  is  commonly  done  for  any  feasibility  report. 
Other  estimates  by  experienced  managers  were  classified  into  the 
±50%  confidence  category.     The  confidence  levels  simply  indicate 
the  dollar  ranges  within  which  benefits  are  expected  to 
fluctuate;  they  do  not  doubt  that  such  benefits  will  accrue. 

Because  of  the  fact  that  most  benefits  will  accrue  in  the  future, 
and  their  occurrence  will  be  dependent  upon  appropriate  and 
timely  use  of  geologic  information,   it  was  necessary  to  take  a 
conservative  approach  to  benefits  estimation.     No  precedence  was 
available  to  translate  this  conservative  approach  into  a 
mathematical  formula.     Therefore,   it  was  assumed  that  benefits 
would  be  delayed  by  10  years  due  to  technical,  educational, 
organizational  and  political  difficulties  in  making  practical  use 
of  the  geologic  knowledge  gained  from  the  mapping  program.  The 
delayed  benefits  for  avoidable  costs  were  discounted  at  a  10 
percent  annual  rate  in  order  to  convert  the  dollar  amounts  to  the 
1990  basis. 
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The  adjusted  benefits  were  then  used  to  determine  the 
benefit/cost  (B/C)   ratio  in  each  one  of  the  4  benefit  categories, 
The  B/C  ratios  for  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  are  summarized 
below: 

B/C  ratio  B/C  ratio 

for  Category  1  for  Category  4 

Scenario  I  1.65  23.5  to  54.5 

Scenario  II  0.83  11.7  to  27.2 

Scenario  III  0.33  4.7  to  10.9 


The  statewide  projection  was  based  on  county  areas  and  an  aquifer 
contamination  potential  score  determined  for  each  county  using 
the  location  of  aquifers  and  the  number  of  sources  of  potential 
contamination  as  the  basis.     The  projected  total  cost  of  mapping 
for  Illinois  was  about  $21  million.     In  the  summary  table  below 
this  cost  of  mapping  is  presented  as  the  lower  cost  case. 

An  alternative  statewide  calculation  of  B/C  ratios  was  made  from 
a  higher  assessment  of  cost  of  geologic  mapping  by  ISGS 
geologists.  Due  to  differences  in  geology  and  the  amount  of 
additional  work  needed,  the  cost  of  statewide  mapping  would  be 
$55  million  instead  of  $21  million  as  projected  from  the  Boone 
and  Winnebago  County  experience.     The  projected  statewide  B/C 
ratios  are  summarized  below. 

Statewide  B/C  ratio  Statewide  B/C  ratio 

 for  Category  1    for  Category  4  

Lower  Cost      Higher  Cost  Lower  Cost      Higher  Cost 

Scenario  I  0.4  0.2  6-14  2.3-5.4 

Scenario  II  0.2  0.1  3-7  1.2-2.7 

Scenario  III  0.1  —  1.2-2.8  0.5-1.1 


We  believe  that  a  realistic  approach  to  interpretation  of  the 
results  of  this  study  would  refer  to  the  range  of  B/C  ratios  in 
category  4.     With  this  reference  point,  the  results  can  be 
summarized  as  follows: 
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Cost 

^  i  i7  ^  U     y  y 

B/C 

L  a  UXvJ 

by  scenario 

Total  benefits 
^mxxxxon  x^^u  9^ 

Boone  and  Winnebago 
counties 

$300, 000 

I  23.5  -  54.5 

II  11.7  -  27.2 

TTT            4    7    —    1 n  Q 

J.XX                  H  m   /  XU.^ 

$7.0   -  16.3 
$3.5  -  8.1 

V  X  .  H  J.J 

Statewide 
projection  from 
Boone /Winnebago 
counties 

$21, 000, 000 

I  6-14 

II  3-7 

III  1.2   -  2.8 

$127   -  295 
$   63   -  147 
$  25  -  59 

Alternative 
estimate  based  on 
ISGS  assessment  of 
costs 

$55, 000, 000 

I  2.3   -  5.4 

II  1.2   -  2.7 

III  0.5  -  1.1 

$127   -  295 
$   63   -  147 
$  25  -  59 

It  is  emphasized  again  that  the  B/C  ratios  shown  in  this  table 
are  for  avoidable  costs  related  only  to  soil  and  groundwater 
contamination.  The  ratios  will  increase  as  the  numerous  other 
benefits  that  could  not  be  considered  in  this  study  are  included. 
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1.  Issue  background  and  study  objectives 

Geologic  information  is  widely  used  in  mineral  exploration  and 
extraction.     Geologic  maps  are  a  prerequisite  for  the  search  of 
minerals.     In  highly  developed  industrialized  and  urbanized 
societies,  mineral  extraction  has  increasingly  become  a  less 
important  economic  factor  because  of  the  relatively  small  value 
contributed  to  the  gross  national  product  (GNP)   by  the  mineral 
extraction  industry  and  because  of  an  increase  in  imports  of  many 
essential  metallic  and  non-metallic  minerals  and  fuels  from 
overseas.     The  impression  has  grown  therefore  that  detailed 
geologic  mapping  must  be  done  in  underdeveloped,  unexplored  and 
mineral-rich  countries  of  the  Third  World,  but  not  in  the  more 
developed  countries  like  United  States. 

Although  many  minerals  are  imported  into  the  United  States  at 
high  rates,  many  others  continue  to  be  produced  domestically  in 
increasing  amounts  .     Almost  90  percent  (by  value)   of  non-fuel 
mineral  raw  material  needs  of  the  U.S.  are  met  by  domestic 
production,   and  despite  an  oil  import  bill  exceeding  $50  billion 
in  1989,  the  U.S.  continues  to  produce  over  50  percent  of  its  oil 
needs,   all  its  coal  needs  and  most  of  its  gas  needs. 

In  addition  to  the  traditional  minerals,  water  has  become  an 
extractable  mineral  commodity  of  vital  importance  for  not  only 
industrial  and  economic  growth  but  more  importantly  for  health 
and  safety  purposes.     The  potential  for  contaminating  groundwater 
resources  is  a  nationwide  concern.     Contamination  may  result  from 
use  of     agricultural  chemicals;  disposal  of  municipal,  hazardous, 
or  radioactive  waste;   installation  of  septic  systems;  accidental 
spilling  of  chemicals  or  oil;  leakage  of  underground  storage 
tanks;  spreading  of  sewage  sludge;  leachates  from  landfills  or 
coal  gas  waste  sites,  or  disposal  of  other  waste.  Potential 
health  risks  may  arise  when  chemical  or  biological  agents  from 
the  waste  source  enter  the  groundwater  system  and  are 
subsequently  extracted  by  public  or  private  wells. 

Another  important  problem  is  urban  sprawl  and  competition  for 
land  use.     More  land  is  being  subtracted  from  agricultural, 
forest  and  mining  uses  by  urban  growth  than  by  any  other 
activity.     Urban  growth  exacerbates  waste  generation  and 
pollution  while  rendering  earth  resources  inaccessible. 

It  has  been  demonstrated  that  problems  of  mineral  and  water 
resource  availability  and  contamination  of  the  earth  due  to  human 
activity  can  be  mitigated  with  accurate  and  detailed  knowledge  of 
geology.     However,  knowledge  alone  will  not  suffice  unless  public 
and  private  decision  makers  are  willing  to  use  such  knowledge 
effectively.     One  way  to  persuade  people  to  use  geologic 
knowledge  for  planning  is  to  demonstrate  that  it  makes  economic 
sense  to  do  so.     Illinois  Senate  Resolution  881,  passed  on  June 
13,   1989  requires  "that  the  ISGS. . .provide. . .a  cost-benefit  study 
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of  the  recommended. .. (geologic)  programs."    The  Illinois 
Groundwater  Protection  Act  (IGPA) (P. A.   85-863)  mandates  that  the 
Illinois  State  Geological  Survey  (ISGS)  conduct  a  geologic 
mapping  program.     Section  7   (a)    (2)   states  that  the  Department 
(ENR)   shall  conduct  assessments  to  enhance  the  State's  database 
concerning  groundwater  resources,  mapping  of  aquifers, 
identification  of  appropriate  recharge  areas,  and  evaluation  of 
baseline  groundwater  quality.     The  ISGS  (Sections  14.1,  14.2, 
14.3)  must  also  assist  the  Illinois  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (lEPA)   in  acquiring  geologic  data  that  (1)  identifies 
aquifers  for  determining  wellhead  setbacks,    (2)  provides 
hydrogeologic  data  to  determine  expansion  of  setback  zones,  and 
(3)    (Sections  17.1,  17.2,  17.3  17.4)   identifies  hydrogeologic 
characteristics  of  materials  and  the  depth  to  the  uppermost 
aquifer  for  the  assessment  of  groundwater  protection  needs,  and 
for  establishment  of  groundwater  protection  planning  regions  and 
regulated  recharge  areas. 

Geologic  mapping  suitable  for  planning  purposes  was  conducted  in 
Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  in  1980.     As  discussed  in  section  3 
of  this  study,  the  two-county  area  has  been  extensively  mapped 
and  could  serve  as  a  model  for  future  geologic  mapping  programs. 
The  broad  objective  of  the  present  benefit /cost  study  is  to 
document  the  potential  and  actual  uses  of  the  above  geologic 
study  and  its  benefits.     As  in  any  publicly  funded  programs, 
benefits  of  geologic  mapping  can  be  only  partially  quantified  in 
terms  of  dollars.     This  study  compares  the  quantifiable  as  well 
as  non-quantifiable  benefits  of  geologic  mapping  in  Boone  and 
Winnebago  counties  with  the  costs  of  mapping.     The  results  are 
extrapolated  to  the  entire  state  of  Illinois. 

2.  Review  of  literature  on  benefit/ cost  studies  in  geosciences 

Although  benefit/cost  studies  have  been  prepared  for  public 
expenditure  projects  formally  or  informally  for  many  decades, 
their  application  to  geosciences  is  a  relatively  recent 
phenomenon^ ^.     Early  applications  of  benefit/cost  analysis  in 
geosciences  were  largely  anecdotal.     For  example,  a  1979  study  in 
Kentucky-^  relates  the  growth  in  Kentucky  coal  production  to  a 
simultaneous  growth  in  number  of  published  geologic  maps.  The 
study  also  presents  a  description  of  other  uses  of  maps  including 
specific  examples  by  industry  of  their  use  of  the  maps;  however, 
a  satisfactory  causal  relationship  is  not  sufficiently  well 
established  to  enable  quantification  of  benefits.     Literature  on 
benefit/cost  studies  in  geosciences  is  limited  and  consists 
mostly  of  applications  to  projects  or  programs  with  single 
objectives.     For  example,   a  University  of  Maine  study^  applies 
the  benefit/cost  analysis  to  a  geodetic  reference  system. 

The  198  0s  saw  the  first  meaningful  attempts  to  develop 
methodologies  for  benefits  versus  cost  evaluations  of  projects  or 
programs  in  geosciences.     These  efforts  benefitted  from 
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theoretical  and  practical  work  in  the  area  of  agricultural 
economics  especially  in  conjunction  with  irrigation  projects^ , 
Clapp  et  al''  attempted  to  develop  an  approach  to  the  evaluation 
of  land  information  systems  based  on  criteria  involving 
operational  efficiency,  operational  effectiveness,  program 
effectiveness  and  contribution  to  societal  well-being.     The  first 
two  criteria  concern  effective  data  collection  and  user  access  to 
the  data.     The  third  criterion  refers  to  the  degree  of  use  of  the 
data  by  those  who  ought  to  be  using  them,  and  the  fourth 
criterion  evaluates  what  the  program  has  contributed  to  the  well- 
being  of  the  whole  society.     The  approach  by  Clapp  et  al.  makes 
sense  but  it  is  hard  to  apply  if  benefits  are  to  be  quantified  in 
dollars.     However,  quantification  in  terms  of  dollars  should  not 
be  the  only  (and  sometimes  not  even  the  best)   criterion  for 
program  evaluations  because  intangible  benefits  may  heavily 
outweigh  the  tangible  ones.     Applying  Clapp  et  al.'s  approach  to 
the  Illinois  Geographic  Information  System  (CIS) ,  Treworgy  et 
al.®  showed  that  the  evaluation  approach  by  Clapp  et  al.  was 
useful  in  assessing  the  costs  and  benefits  of  developing  and 
managing  a  geologic  database. 

The  literature  on  benefit/cost  studies  for  specific  geologic 
applications  is  even  more  scarce  than  in  geosciences  in  general. 
Applications  have  generally  been  limited  to  single  issue  case 
studies.     Bernknopf  et  al.    have  developed  and  applied  a 
benefit/cost  analysis  approach  to  landslide  hazards  in  Ohio.  The 
approach  is  based  on  a  technical  assessment  of  factors  causing 
landslides,  their  probability  of  occurrence  on  a  site-by-site 
basis,  the  damage  they  may  cause  and  estimates  of  costs  involved 
in  measures  necessary  to  prevent  the  landslides.     Another  related 
study  by  Bernknopf  et  al.*°  deals  with  the  benefits  and  costs  of 
sending  notices  of  volcanic  and  earthquake  hazards  to  residents 
of  certain  areas  of  California  based  on  geologic  studies.  The 
benefits  of  sending  out  such  notices  come  from  avoided  physical 
and  economic  harm  to  the  residents.     The  cost  resulting  from  such 
notices  may  be  in  terms  of  lower  housing  prices,   reduced  tourism 
and  other  investments,  as  well  as  unnecessary  panic. 

Knight^^  describes,  with  a  hypothetical  case  study,   a  method  for 
evaluating  the  benefits  and  costs  of  different  levels  of 
geophysical   (seismic)   surveys  in  oil  exploration.     As  the 
sophistication  of  seismic  surveys  increases  so  does  their  cost. 
On  the  other  hand,  a  benefit  is  accrued  as  a  result  of  more 
sophisticated  seismic  surveys  because  the  probability  of 
unproductive  oil  well  drilling  is  lowered. 

Geologic  information  is  known  to  have  wide  applications  for 
resource  development,  waste  disposal  issues,  groundwater 
protection  problems  and  public  health  in  general.     The  United 
States  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  has  attempted  to  develop  an 
approach  to  apply  the  benefit/cost  analysis  to  include  all 
possible  uses  of  topographic  (primary  base)  maps^^.     The  USGS 
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study  deals  with  the  issue  of  revision  and  printing  of  maps  and 
not  with  the  mapping  program  itself.     About  57,000  quadrangles  at 
1:24,000  scale  cover  the  entire  United  States.     It  would  take  a 
half  century  and  billions  of  dollars  to  replicate  all  the 
topographic  quadrangle  maps.     The  choice  of  quadrangles  to  be 
prioritized  for  revision  and  the  number  to  be  revised  each  year 
should  depend  upon  benefits  to  be  expected  from  the  map 
revisions.     The  USGS  study  relies  on  nationwide  interviews  of 
federal,   state  and  local  government  agencies  and  private  sector 
firms  to  make  a  list  of  possible  uses  of  topographic  maps  and  to 
determine  the  alternatives  that  the  interviewees  would  choose  if 
the  USGS  did  not  revise  the  maps.     Answers  to  questions  regarding 
frequency  of  needed  map  revisions  serve  to  prioritize  revisions 
of  topographic  maps  by  geographic  areas.     The  survey  of  potential 
users  indicated  at  least  200  different  uses  of  maps.     Because  of 
the  multiplicity  of  uses  of  topographic  maps,  the  USGS  study  of 
benefits  and  costs  concentrates  on  five  states  and  relies  on 
answers  to  questionnaires  given  by  the  users.     At  the  basis  of 
benefit  estimation  were  qualitative  answers  given  by  users  based 
on  a  decision  tree  provided  by  the  USGS.     The  decision  tree 
elicited  answers  from  users  regarding  steps  the  user  would  take 
to  acquire  topographic  knowledge  if  maps  were  not  revised.  Each 
stage  in  the  decision  tree  was  assigned  a  cost  by  USGS 
researchers,  which  formed  the  basis  of  converting  qualitative 
answers  into  dollar  amounts. 

3 .     Scope  of  the  present  study 

3.1    Boone  and  Winnebago  Counties  as  the  basis  of  the  study 

In  December,   1979,  the  ISGS  was  contracted  by  the  boards  of 
Winnebago  and  Boone  Counties  to  conduct  a  geologic  mapping 
program  over  a  two-year  period.     The  objectives  of  the  study  were 
to:      (1)   produce  a  map  of  the  surficial  deposits  showing  the 
sequence  of  materials  to  a  depth  of  2  0  feet  and  define  the 
characteristics  of  the  deposits  to  bedrock,    (2)   prepare  a  series 
of  interpretive  maps  that  show  pollution  potential  of  geologic 
materials,  areas  of  probable  natural  recharge  and  those  suitable 
for  artificial  recharge,  construction  suitability,   and  areas  of 
mineral  and  groundwater  resources,  and  (3)   prepare  a  report  on 
the  geology  of  the  counties  to  accompany  the  maps. 

In  late  1981  a  contract  report  was  provided  to  the  counties 
satisfying  the  objectives  of  the  contract.     This  report  was 
subsequently  published  in  1984  as  ISGS  Circular  531,    "Geology  for 
Planning  in  Boone  and  Winnebago  Counties."     The  final  circular 
included  more  than  the  originally  intended  study.     In  addition  to 
the  map  that  shows  the  geology  of  surficial  deposits  within  2  0 
feet  of  the  surface  (stack-unit  map  with  sequence  and  areal 
distribution  of  units) ,  the  study  provided  the  following  basic 
geologic  maps  and  cross-sections: 

1)    Areal  geology  of  the  bedrock  surface,  which  delineates 
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aquifers  and  non-aquifers. 

2 )  Thickness  and  elevation  of  the  top  of  the  Ironton- 
Galesville  Sandstone,  and  the  Ancell  Group   (St.  Peter 
Sandstone) ,  which  are  major  regional  aquifers. 

3 )  ToDoaraphv  of  the  bedrock  surface  and  drift  thickness. 
indicating  the  depth  to  potential  bedrock  aquifers  and 
the  configuration  of  the  bedrock  terrain. 

4)  Numerous  geologic  cross-sections  through  the  counties, 
principally  concentrating  on  the  Rock  and  Troy  deep 
bedrock  valleys,  which  contain  major  drift  aquifers. 

The  following  interpretive  geologic  maps  were  derived  from 
the  above  maps  and  cross-sections  on  the  nature  and  distribution 
of  geologic  materials  in  the  counties  : 

1)  Classification  of  geologic  materials  for  land  burial  of 
wastes .  which  rates  land  areas  and  materials  within  50 
feet  of  the  surface  from  high  to  low  vulnerability  to 
potential  contamination  from  landfills  and  other  waste 
disposal  practices. 

2 )  Classification  of  geologic  materials  for  waste  disposal 
by  septic  tank  soil  adsorption  system,  which  rates  land 
areas  and  materials  within  20  feet  of  the  surface  from 
high  to  low  vulnerability  to  potential  contamination  from 
septic  systems,  accidental  surface  spills  and  other  near- 
surface  disposal  activities.     Poorly  drained  soils  were 
also  included  on  the  map. 

3)  General  construction  condition,  which  evaluates  the 
suitability  of  geologic  materials  for  ease  of  excavation, 
adequate  bearing  strengths  to  support  structures ,  and 
drainage  conditions. 

4)  Distribution  of  sand  and  gravel  aquifers,  which 
delineates  all  known  drift  groundwater  resources. 

5)  Sand,  gravel  and  peat  resources,  which  illustrates  areas 
containing  these  resources,  their  thickness  and  depth 
beneath  the  surface. 

6)  Dolomite  resources,  which  illustrates  dolomite  exposed  at 
the  surface  or  buried  at  depths  less  than  2  0  feet. 

7)  Terrane,  which  is  a  combination  of  geologic  materials  and 
topography  and  can  help  determine  groundwater  gradient 
and  permeability  and  therefore  potential  for  natural 
recharge. 

ISGS  Circular  531  was  widely  distributed  in  Boone  and  Winnebago 
Counties,  with  copies  provided  to  county  boards,  regional  and 
municipal  planning  departments,  health  departments,  highway 
departments,  soil  and  water  conservation  districts.  State 
regulatory  agencies  based  in  Rockford,  well  drillers,  aggregate 
producers,  geologic  and  engineering  consultants  and  other 
interested  parties.     The  ISGS  also  conducted  workshops,  field 
trips  and  training  sessions  in  the  two  counties  for  using  this 
geologic  report  for  resources-based  land  use  planning  and 
decision  making.     Since  1979,  the  ISGS  has  backed-up  this  study 
by  providing  the  citizens  of  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties 
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clarification  and  assistance  related  to  the  geology  and 
hydrogeology  of  the  counties. 

3.2  Assessment  of  benefits  and  costs  of  geologic  mapping  in 
Boone  and  Winnebago  Counties 

Boone  and  Winnebago  are  the  only  two  counties  in  Illinois  where 
modern  comprehensive  large-scale  lithostratigraphic  and 
derivative  (or  interpretive)  mapping  has  been  conducted  and 
published.     Because  of  this  intensive  geologic  mapping  program, 
Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  were  selected  for  the  benefit /cost 
study.     The  benefits/cost  study  for  the  two  counties  will 

a)  identify  actual  and  potential  uses  of  the  map  products, 

b)  list  the  quantifiable  and  non-quantifiable  benefits 
attributable  to  mapping,  and 

c)  compare  the  benefits  with  costs  of  mapping. 

3.3  Comparison  for  Boone/Winnebago  counties  with  the  rest  of 
Illinois  for  statewide  extrapolation  of  results 

After  the  assessment  of  benefits  and  costs  of  geologic  mapping  in 
Boone  and  Winnebago  counties,  the  data  will  be  extrapolated  for 
the  entire  State.     This  projection  will  be  based  upon  a 
comparison  of  hydrogeologic,  geologic  and  industrial  data  from 
all  Illinois  counties  with  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties. 

4.     Taxonomy  of  benefits  and  costs  associated  with  geologic 
mapping  programs 

The  cost  and  benefits  of  geologic  mapping  programs  go  beyond  the 
immediate  dollar  amounts  spent  in  conducting  the  mapping  work  or 
the  amounts  saved  in  terms  of  avoided  costs.     The  society  pays 
for  and  benefits  from  publicly  financed  mapping  programs  in  ways 
not  amenable  to  immediate  quantification.     These  social  costs  and 
benefits  must  be  taken  into  account  in  the  decision-making 
process. 

4.1    Taxonomy  of  benefits  of  geologic  mapping  programs 

A  large  portion  of  the  benefits  derived  by  society  from  geologic 
maps  and  their  interpretations  are  in  the  form  of  "future  avoided 
costs."     The  principle  of  avoided  cost  may  be  less  obvious  in 
case  of  mineral  extraction  industries  that  generate  wealth  and 
thus  do  not  merely  avoid  future  cost.  However,   in  the  absence  of 
basic  geologic  maps  each  competing  participant  in  the  extraction 
industries  will  generate  proprietary  basic  geologic  information 
not  available  to  others.  This  acquisition    of  geologic 
information  represents  a  portion  of  costs  that  could  be  avoided 
if  publicly  funded  geologic  mapping  is  undertaken.  The  immediate 
beneficiaries  may  be  industry  or  individual  citizens.  However, 
the  ultimate  gains  are  made  by  the  society  as  a  whole  in  terms  of 
opportunities  for  investing  the  savings  into  projects  and 
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ventures  of  greater  utility.     Some  of  these  benefits  are  listed 
below. 

•  Potential  direct  savings  in  terms  of  avoided  costs  for 
clean-up  of  a  significant  number  but  not  all  waste 
disposal  sites  and  industrial  contamination  sites.  These 
are  immediate  savings  which  could  be  invested  profitably 
in  other  industrial  ventures  creating  new  wealth,   or  in 
other  worthwhile  public  projects  such  as  for  health  and 
education. 

•  Indirect  benefits  from  avoided  contamination  of  land  and 
water  are  gained  in  terms  of  better  health  and  longevity, 
which  in  turn  translate  into  productivity  gains  by  the 
society  as  a  whole. 

•  Maps  used  in  educating  students  and  adults,  politicians 
and  planners  can  result  in  increased  awareness  of  the 
consequences  of  human  activity,  and  in  a  better  educated 
generation.     These  benefits  are  intuitively  clear  but 
impossible  to  quantify. 

•  Cost  savings  by  mineral  producers,  water  supply 
companies,  drilling  contractors  etc.  translate  into 
greater  national  and  international  competitiveness  of  the 
domestic  industry,  new  jobs  and  security. 

•  Geologic  maps  with  information  on  agronomic  soil 
characteristics,  slopes  and  watersheds  serve  the 
agriculture  and  community  in  various  ways.  Soil 
conservation  is  the  most  important  long-term  benefit 
because  human  existence  depends  on  soil  to  grow  food. 
Other  benefits  arise  out  of  proper  application  of 
fertilizers  and  pesticides  not  only  to  optimize  the 
economics  of  agricultural  production  but  also  to  protect 
the  surface  and  groundwater  from  contamination. 

•  Geologic  maps  supply  useful  information  for  urban 
development  and  infrastructure  planning.     The  knowledge 
of  soil  and  rock  strength,   subsurface  geology  and 
hydrology  can  reduce  potential  health  and  safety  hazards 
as  well  as  the  cost  of  creating  and  maintaining  the 
infrastructure . 

•  Geologic  maps  on  county  scales  can  not  substitute  for 
site  specific  detailed  studies  and,  therefore,  will  not 
avoid  those  costs.     However,  maps  can  help  eliminate 
undesirable  sites,  reduce  site  selection  costs  and 
improve  the  confidence  level  of  decisions. 

Many  of  the  above  benefits  are  not  measurable.     In  Boone  and 
Winnebago  counties,  maps  have  been  available  and  accessible  to 
anyone  interested  in  them.     However,  decisions  concerning  public 
projects  are  often  subject  to  political  considerations  and 
business  rationale  that  do  not  always  take  advantage  of  the 
existing  information,  and  rational  decision-making  in  the  overall 
interest  of  the  society  is  not  always  achieved.     It  is  hoped  that 
a  documentation  of  benefits  and  costs  will  help  improve  decision- 
making.    If  a  political  and  business  decisions  must  be  made 
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regarding  land  use,   it  is  hoped  that  those  decisions  will  be 
based  on  a  solid  geologic  foundation. 

4.2    Taxonomy  of  social  costs  of  geologic  mapping  programs 

The  money  spent  on  conducting  geologic  mapping  constitutes  only 
one  type  of  cost,  the  direct  monetary  cost  measurable  by 
available  accounting  methods.  Several  other  types  of  costs  must 
be  taken  into  account  which  do  not  lend  themselves  easily  to 
conventional  quantification.     These  costs,  borne  by    society,  are 
discussed  below: 

•  The  money  spent  on  geologic  mapping  could  be  spent  on 
some  other,  possibly  more  desirable,  program  involving 
human  welfare. 

•  Preparing  geologic  studies  through  mapping  programs  may 
have  to  be  followed  by  technology  transfer  or  regulatory 
mechanisms  that  will  ensure  their  use  in  the  planning 
process.     The  cost  of  establishing  such  mechanisms  must 
be  accounted  for  as  a  social  cost. 

•  Geologic  maps  may  be  used  to  determine  ideal  locations 
for  waste  disposal  sites  or  the  location  of  a  new 
subdivision.     Maps  may  also  be  used  to  ensure  that 
certain  natural  resources  such  as  minerals  or  water  are 
not  rendered  unextractable.     This  could  result  in  long 
transportation  distances  and  higher  costs  to  the  society. 
Another  social  cost  may  arise  if  the  geologically  ideal 
site  for  waste  disposal  or  for  mining  is  located  in  an 
aesthetic  area  that  potentially  would  be  destroyed. 
Likewise,  the  individual  owning  the  land  at  the 
geologically  ideal  site  or  people  living  in  its  vicinity 
may  object  to  locating  waste  disposal  or  mineral 
extraction  facilities  there,  because  it  may  lead  to  a 
loss  of  property  values  and/or  esthetics  value  of  the 
neighborhood.     What  monetary  compensation  would  they 
accept  for  the  devaluation  of  their  land  or  neighborhood? 
The  required  compensation  would  represent  a  social  cost 
related  to  geologic  mapping. 

•  Businesses  may  choose  not  to  locate  in  a  community, 
county,  state  or  country  if  they  perceive  the  application 
of  geologic  criteria  for  prevention  of  environmental 
contamination  to  be  a  deterrent  to  investment.  The  loss 
of  employment  and  potential  tax  revenues  represent  a 
social  cost.     The  more  widespread  the  use  of  geologic 
maps,  however,  the  more  the  chance  that  these  social 
costs  become  irrelevant  because  businesses  would  have 
less  choice  of  locations  free  of  these  social  costs. 

5.     Economic  rationale  in  benefits  assessment 

Geologic  mapping  programs  generate  information  or  knowledge  that 
is  used  in  numerous  ways.     The  products  of  the  program  are  not 
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always  tangible.     The  maps  produced  are  tangible;  however,  the 
most  important  aspect  is  the  composite  knowledge  generated  on  the 
maps.     Because  of  the  unusual  nature  of  the  "product"  of  geologic 
mapping  programs,  the  economic  rationale  in  the  assessment  of 
their  benefits  is  discussed  in  this  section  of  the  report. 

5.1    Private  goods  vs.  public  goods 

Most  goods,  after  being  bought  by  a  buyer,  are  inaccessible  to 
others.     For  example,  one  cannot  increase  consumption  of  cars  or 
candy  without  reducing  their  availability  to  others.     Such  goods 
are,  therefore,  called  "private  goods."  There  are  other  goods, 
however,  which,  once  produced,  benefit  everyone  regardless  of 
whether  everyone  wants  them.     They  are  called  "public  goods"  and 
they  remain  available  to  others  even  after  one  or  more 
individuals  have  "consumed"  them.     Examples  of  such  goods  would 
be  clean  air,  national  defence,  or  public  health  care. 

An  increase  in  the  production  of  a  private  good  by  one  unit 
serves  only  the  buyer  of  that  unit.     By  contrast  if  more  clean 
air  is  "produced"     everyone  benefits.     Some  goods  such  as  air 
pollution  or  water  pollution  are  undesirable  byproducts  of  other 
economic  activities.     Production  of  undesirable  goods   (or  "bads") 
can  often  be  prevented  at  a  cost,  borne  ultimately  by  the 
consumer.     For  example  air  pollution  can  be  prevented  by  using 
so-called  "scrubbers"  in  electricity  generating  plants.     The  cost 
of  scrubbers  is  paid  by  those  who  consume  electricity.  Like 
"public  bads,"     some  public  goods  are  produced  as  byproducts  of 
other  primary  economic  activities.     For  example:     A  home  owner 
who  spends  his  money  to  professionally  landscape  his  yard  may 
help  increase  the  property  values  of  neighboring  houses.  Such 
unintended  effects  are  also  called  "externalities." 
Externalities  can  be  both  negative  (e.g.  air  pollution)  or 
positive  (e.g.   landscaping)   and  can  occur  in  conjunction  with  the 
production  of  private  as  well  as  public  goods. 

The  distinction  between  a  private  good  and  a  public  good  also 
depends  on  the  spatial  context  in  which  we  view  the  problem.  For 
example:     An  electricity  generating  plant  in  central  Illinois  may 
produce  a  public  good,  e.g.  clean  air  by  using  a  "scrubber".  The 
main  beneficiaries  of  this  public  good  are  residents  of  central 
Illinois  and  to  a  lesser  extent  those  living  to  the  east  and 
northeast  of  Illinois.     However,  residents  of  the  western  United 
States  may  not  be  benefitting  from  the  public  good  produced  by 
this  central  Illinois  plant,  but  may  be  able  to  do  so  if  they  pay 
the  price  of  moving  to  the  east.     Since  not  everyone 
automatically  benefits  from  the  clean  air  "produced"  by  the 
scrubber,  does  this  disqualify  clean  air  as  a  public  good?  This 
might  appear  to  be  the  case  at  first.     However,   the  health  and 
other  benefits  accrued  to  residents  of  eastern  United  States 
benefit  all  Americans  as  taxpayers  who  pay  for  health  research 
and  treatment  regardless  of  their  place  of  residence. 
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5.2  Geologic  maps  as  public  goods 

Geologic  mapping  programs  produce  maps  as  tangible  products  that 
impart  knowledge.     In  this  sense,  mapping  programs  generate 
products  quite  different  from  most  other  products.     Geologic  maps 
qualify  for  the  designation  of  public  good  for  reasons  similar  to 
those  discussed  above.     Mapping,  once  carried  out,  benefits 
everyone  who  resides  or  does  business  in  the  geographic  area  of 
the  map,  regardless  of  whether  every  person  purchases  a  geologic 
map.     Maps  represent  knowledge  and  as  such,  remain  available  to 
all  for  simultaneous  or  successive  uses,  even  though  a  particular 
printed  copy  of  the  map  is  purchased  and  used  by  a  limited  number 
of  people.     Although  maps  themselves  have  the  characteristics  of 
a  private  good,  mapping  programs  which  result  in  the  production 
of  maps  have  public  good  characteristics.     Knowledge  generated  by 
mapping  programs  is  accessible  to  all  and  is  not  diminished  by 
consumption.     And  for  reasons  analogous  to  the  case  of  clean  air, 
geologic  mapping  creates  benefits  for  people  beyond  the 
geographic  area  of  mapping.     The  knowledge  gained  from  geologic 
mapping,   as  discussed  later  in  this  report,  contributes  to 
environmental  as  well  as  economic  well-being  of  not  only  the 
residents  of  the  mapped  areas  but  the  adjoining  counties  and  the 
entire  State.     Some  benefits  transcend  state  boundaries,   such  as 
the  benefits  of  savings  derived  from  avoided  federal  expenditures 
for  environmental  clean-up,  or  imports  of  raw  materials,   and  even 
national  security  benefits  if  strategically  critical  minerals  are 
discovered  as  a  result  of  the  mapping  program. 

The  treatment  of  geologic  mapping  as  a  public  good  has  important 
consequences  in  our  efforts  to  assess  the  benefits  of  mapping. 
One  important  consequence  of  considering  geologic  mapping  as  a 
public  good  is  the  recognition  that  unlike  private  goods  the 
decision-making  process  for  geologic  mapping  is  not  limited  to 
financial  profitability  alone.     It  involves  a  broader  objective 
of  social  well-being  with  financial  consequences  that  are 
unmeasurable  or  at  least  very  difficult  to  measure  in  monetary 
terms . 

5.3  Foundations  in  economic  theory 

How  we  measure  well-being  and  how  we  determine  whether  society's 
well-being  is  enhanced  through  geologic  mapping  is  subjective 
because  well-being  is  a  subjective  entity.     The  satisfaction  or 
"utility"  derived  from  consumption  of  goods  cannot  be  measured 
although  it  is  indisputable  that  goods  will  not  be  consumed 
unless  the  individual  "feels"  that  they  are  "worth"  purchasing. 
In  this  regard,  consumers  treat  private  goods  differently  from 
public  goods  such  as  geologic  mapping  programs.     Production  will 
continue  for  a  private  good  such  as  an  automobile,  as  long  as  at 
least  one  individual  is  willing  to  buy  that  unit  at  the 
prevailing  market  price  i.e.  as  long  as  at  least  one  individual 
believes  that  buying  that  unit  will  enhance  his  or  her  "well- 
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being".     The  concept  of  "consumer  surplus"  is  used  to  understand 
consumer  well-being  as  summarized  below. 

The  consumer  of  a  private  good  places  different  values  on 
successive  units  of  the  good  consumed.     The  first  unit  of 
consumption  is  generally  "valued"  more  than  the  successive  units. 
This  value  is  expressed  in  consumer's  "willingness  to  pay"  the 
highest  price  for  the  first  unit  and  the  lowest  price  for  the 
last  unit  consumed.     The  market  price,  however,   is  determined  by 
the  "marginal  cost  of  production"  or  the  cost  of  producing  an 
additional  unit  demanded.     As  a  result  the  consumer  gets  a  higher 
"value"  from  the  earlier  units  of  the  good  than  the  market  price 
he/she  pays  per  unit.     In  figure  1,  the  consumer  demands  a 
quantity      ,  when  the  price  per  unit  is  P.     However,  this 
consumer  is  willing  to  pay  more  for  all  units  preceding  the  Q^*^ 

Price 


Figure  1 :  Consumer  surplus 


unit  (i.e.  he/she  gets  a  greater  utility  from  consumption  of 
units  of  the  private  good  than  the  amount   (PxQ^)   paid  by  him/her 
indicates) .     This  excess  utility,   represented  in  figure  1  by  the 
area  of  the  shaded  triangle  D^Pa,   is  called  consumer  surplus, 
which  consumers  strive  to  maximize  regardless  of  whether  a 
private  or  a  public  good  is  consumed. 

In  figure  1,   D.D^  represents  the  demand  per  time  unit  (year, 
month,   etc.)   ar.  different  price  levels  by  this  particular 
individual  consumer.     When  there  are  many  consumers  of  a  private 
good,  their  individual  demand  schedules  D^D^ ,  0,0^,    ....etc.  can 
be  horizontally  summed  to  represent  the  "market  demand  schedule" 
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DjD*  (figure  2)  and  the  area  under  the  demand  schedule  D3D*  and 
above  the  price  line  P  represents  the  total  consumer  surplus  of 
all  consumers  in  the  market. 

Unlike  private  goods,  the  market  demand  for  a  public  good  such  as 
geologic  mapping  programs  cannot  be  determined  by  horizontal 
summation  of  individual  demands  because  when  an  additional  unit 
of  a  public  good  is  made  available  it  benefits  everyone  at  the 
same  time.     Therefore,  the  value  of  a  quantity  of  public  good  to 
the  society  is  the  sum  of  values  placed  on  that  quantity  of  the 
public  good  by  all  the  consumers.     More  elaborate  theoretical 
treatment  of  the  topic  can  be  obtained  from  a  number  of  textbooks 
and  practical  guides  to  benefit/cost  analysis^^,  . 

The  vertical  summation  of  individual  demands  for  a  public  good 
(as  against  the  horizontal  summation  for  a  private  good)  is 
depicted  in  figure  3.     Assuming  that  there  are  three  consumers  of 
a  public  good  with  demand  curves  D^D^'  D2D^'  and  D-^^ ,  the  values 
placed  by  these  consumers  per  unit  of  a  public  good  provided  in 
quantity       will  be      ,  P3/  respectively.     The  cumulative 

value  to  the  society  is  P*  =  P^  +  Pj  +  P3  as  every  unit  of  the 
public  good  is  available  to  all  three  consumers  at  the  same  time. 

Because  geologic  mapping  programs  are  a  public  good,  their 
production  depends  upon  whether  the  marginal  cost  (MC)  of 
production  is  justified  by  the  value  the  society  cumulatively 
assigns  that  unit.     This  criterion  of  production  decision  for  a 
public  good  often  leads  to  the  "Everyone  Wants  It — No  One  Will 
Pay  For  It"  phenomenon^^.     Suppose  in  figure  3  that  P*  does  equal 
the  marginal  cost  (MC) .     In  that  case  it  would  be  necessary  to 
produce       units  of  the  public  good  and  price  it  at  P*. 
Unfortunately,  none  of  the  three  consumers  in  figure  3  will  buy 
the  public  good  because  their  valuations   (P^,  P2  and  P3)   of  the 
good  are  lower  than  P*.     Because  in  reality  there  is  generally  at 
least  one  buyer  in  the  society  for  the  public  good  at  a  price  P* 
commensurate  with  the  MC,  the  situation  often  leads  to  the  "free 
rider"  syndrome.     For  example:     In  figure  3,   if  a  fourth  consumer 
came  forward  and  bought  the  public  good  at  its  designated  price 
P*,  all  other  consumers  would  get  the  public  good  at  little  or  no 
cost. 

In  case  of  geologic  mapping  a  similar  scenario  can  be  expected  in 
the  decision  making  process  because  potential  beneficiaries  of 
the  mapping  programs  may  not  want  to  pay  for  the  program  knowing 
that  access  to  the  results  will  be  available  once  mapping  is 
completed.     Users  of  geologic  maps  may  also  benefit  from  the 
product's  use  to  different  degrees  and  may,   therefore,  willingly 
pay  varying  amounts  (or  nothing  at  all)   to  get  the  mapping  done. 
Some  users  might  even  deliberately  understate  the  value  of  the 
product  in  order  to  reduce  their  share  of  payment  for  the  mapping 
program.     Quantification  of  the  actual  utility  of  the  mapping 
program  to  the  user,  therefore,  remains  elusive.     Demand  curves 
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for  individual  map  users  are  not  easily  established.     The  best 
possible  approach  to  solving  the  difficulty  is  to  quantify  the 
demand  and  value  where  possible  and  make  an  inventory  of  uses 
where  quantification  is  not  possible. 

In  addition  to  individual  consumers  of  geologic  mapping,  society 
as  a  whole  must  be  considered  as  a  user  because  the  costs  arising 
from  non-use  of  geologic  information  is  ultimately  borne  by  the 
whole  society.     Collectively,  the  society  must  value  public  goods 
at  least  as  highly  as  the  costs  of  the  alternatives  available. 
As  long  as  the  cost  of  geologic  mapping  is  lower  than  or  equal  to 
the  cost  of  the  alternatives  such  as  geologic  studies  by 
individual  users  or  clean-up  and  remedial  actions,   it  is  cost 
effective  to  conduct  geologic  mapping. 

When  benefits  and  costs  concern  users  of  the  public  good  in  a 
limited  geographic  area,  the  approach  is  called  "partial 
equilibrium  analysis."    When  the  entire  nation  or  society 
benefits,  the  effects  of  producing  or  not  producing  a  public  good 
on  other  segments  of  the  economy  and  other  regions  of  the  nation 
are  also  considered;  this  latter  approach  is  called  "general 
equilibrium  analysis."     In  case  of  geologic  mapping,  elements  of 
"general  equilibrium  analysis"  are  applicable  because,   as  we 
shall  see  in  section  7,  quantifiable  data  are  available  mainly  in 
areas  of  the  economy  beyond  individual  consumers  of  maps. 

5.4    Mechanics  of  benefit-cost  assessment 

The  basic  goal  of  a  benefit-cost  assessment  is  to  maximize  the 
net  benefits  or  to  minimize  the  net  cost.     Some  public 
expenditure  projects  result  in  positive  benefits  to  society,  e.g. 
a  vaccination  program  that  drastically  reduces  the  incidence  of  a 
disease.     The  cost  is  generally  incurred  now  and  the  benefits 
gained  later.     The  most  commonly  used  approach  to  assess  the 
benefits  and  cost  is  to  determine  the  Present  Value  (PV)  of 
future  benefits  and/or  costs  whenever  they  are  measurable  in 
dollar  amounts  and  then  calculate  the  ratio  of  benefits  to  cost 
(B/C). 

To  determine  the  PV  of  benefits  or  costs  in  future  time  periods, 
the  estimated  benefits,  costs  or  net  benefits  are  discounted  to 
the  present  time  by  using  an  appropriate  annual  interest  rate  or 
discount  rate.     When  an  investment  is  made  in  a  project  like 
geologic  mapping,  the  investor  forgoes  the  opportunity  to  invest 
the  same  amount  in  another  project.     Each  one  of  the  other 
investment  opportunities  forgone  offers  a  different  rate  of 
earnings.     Therefore,  the  geologic  mapping  project  must  offer  at 
least  as  high  a  rate  of  earnings,   i.e.  benefits,   as  the  best 
alternative.     The  rate  of  earnings  from  the  best  of  the 
alternative  is  called  the  "opportunity  cost."     It  represents  the 
"discount  rate"  or  the  rate  at  which  future  net  benefits,  i.e. 
benefits  -  cost,  must  be  discounted  annually  to  determine  the  PV 
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of  all  the  future  net  benefits.     If  the  PV  of  future  net  benefits 
is  higher  than  the  original  investment,  the  project  should  be 
accepted.     Mathematically,  the  discounting  occurs  as  follows: 


where  NB     =  Present  Value  of  Net  Benefits 

pv  ,  , 

NB.     =  Net  Benefits  in  year  i 

r        =  Annual  discount  rate  (e.g.  r  =  0.1  for  a  10% 

discount  rate) 
n        =  number  of  years 

In  order  to  determine  whether  the  present  value  of  net  benefits 
is  higher  than  the  original  investment  in  geologic  mapping,  i.e. 
the  original  cost,  one  could  subtract  the  original  cost  from  the 
present  value  of  net  benefits  and  see  if  the  result  is  positive. 
A  more  commonly  used  method  is  to  determine  the  ratio: 


map 


Where         =  Original  cost  of  mapping  program 

For  public  expenditure  projects  such  as  geologic  mapping,  the 
magnitude  of  the  B/C  ratio  is  only  one  of  the  decision-making 
criteria.     A  B/C  ratio  of  greater  than  1  is  not  always  necessary 
for  a  public  expenditure  project  to  be  undertaken.     Social  or 
political  considerations  may  justify  execution  of  a  project  even 
when  the  B/C  ratio  is  less  than  unity  such  as  when  human  lives 
are  in  danger  or  when  political  necessities  require  the 
completion  of  a  project  within  a  constrained  time  frame  or  at  a 
particular  location. 

In  the  present  study  we  will  use  the  B/C  ratio  to  assess  geologic 
mapping  programs  and  supplement  quantitative  results  with 
narratives  concerning  the  benefits  and  the  costs  of  the  program. 

6.     Methodology  used  in  data  collection 

The  cost  of  geologic  mapping  in  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  is 
realistically  reflected  in  the  ISGS  program  budget  that  was 
presented  to  the  counties.     It  consists  of  three  parts  1) 
financing  by  counties  provided  to  the  ISGS,   2)   direct  payments  by 
counties  to  drilling  contractors  and  3)   ISGS  matching 
contributions.     The  1980  cost  figures  were  recalculated  in  1990 


21 


dollars  to  reflect  current  costs.     Social  costs  resulting  from 
loss  of  investment  opportunities  in  areas  other  than  geologic 
mapping  (see  section  4.2)   are  not  guantif iable.     This  omission 
appears  justifiable,  however,  because  a  number  of  benefits  also 
are  nonguantif iable  and  must  be  excluded  from  consideration. 

Data  on  benefits  attributable  to  geologic  mapping  had  were,  by 
necessity,  collected  on  a  case-by-case  basis.     The  steps  involved 
in  data  collection  were: 

1.  Listing  of  potential  map  users. 

2.  Determination  of  specific  map  uses. 

3.  Personal  interviews  with  potential  users  in  Boone  and 
Winnebago  counties. 

4.  Determination  of  alternative  sources  used  or  planned  to 
be  used  if  maps  were  unavailable. 

5.  Monitoring  the  costs  resulting  from  non-use  or  non- 
availability of  geologic  information. 

Prior  to  the  data  collection  in  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties,  the 
ISGS  mapping  committee     identified  80  potential  map  users 
(institutions,   firms  and  individuals)    in  Illinois  with  the  advice 
of  members  of  the  Illinois  Geological  Mapping  Advisory  Committee 
(IGMAC) .     A  questionnaire  was  developed  and  mailed  to  the  80 
potential  map  users  to  solicit  information  on  how  and  how  often 
maps  are  used,  and  of  what  value  the  information  contained  in  the 
maps  was  to  them.     Their  responses  are  summarized  by  Damberger  in 
Appendix  A  to  this  study.     The  questionnaire  results  helped 
recognize  the  potential  map  users  in  Boone  and  Winnebago 
counties.     The  list  was  modified  and  enhanced  with  the  help  of  J. 
Maichle  Bacon,  Director  of  the  McHenry  County  Public  Health 
Department,  who  formerly  was  Director  of  Environmental  Health  in 
Winnebago  County  when  the  "Geology  for  Planning"  study  and  the 
accompanying  mapping  program  was  implemented  in  Boone  and 
Winnebago  counties  in  1980-81.     Users  in  the  following  major 
categories  were  contacted  subsequently  for  data  collection: 

•  County  planning  and  public  health  departments 

•  City  planning  departments  in  Rockford  and  Belvidere 

•  Mineral  extraction  companies 

•  Real  estate  developers 

•  Well  drilling  contractors 

•  Illinois  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (Region  I  - 
Rockford) 

•  Managers  of  waste  water  and  sewer  treatment  facilities 

•  Agricultural  Extension  Offices  in  the  counties 

•  County  highway  departments 

•  Geological  and  engineering  consultants 

About  35  individuals  were  personally  visited  and  data  were 
collected  during  meetings.     Another  20  individuals  were 
interviewed  on  telephone.      (For  lists  of  individuals  and  their 
affiliations  see  Appendix  B) .     The  format  of  the  interviews,  both 
personal  and  on  telephone,  consistently  included  the  following 
questions: 
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•  For  what  purpose  are  geologic  maps  used  and  how  often 
each  year? 

•  Can  you  quantify  the  amount  of  money  saved  due  to 
availability  of  geologic  maps? 

•  If  you  can  not  identify  dollar  savings,  can  you  describe 
how  much  time  was  saved  in  terms  of  manpower  on  an  annual 
basis? 

•  Do  you  know  of  instances  where  availability  of  geologic 
maps  would  have  improved  planning  and  saved  money?  If 
yes,   in  what  form  i.e.   labor,  material,  clean-up  and 
remedial  costs,  transportation  costs  etc.  and  how  much? 

•  How  are  these  savings  documented?     i.e.     records  of  past 
(avoidable)   spending,  reliable  estimates  through 
feasibility  studies,   internal  estimates  by  professionals, 
or  estimates  by  administrative  personnel? 

•  How  accurate  were  the  maps  you  used?     Give  approximate 
percent  of  time  maps  proved  accurate. 

•  What  additional  map  features  would  you  like  to  see  in 
geologic  maps  in  order  to  make  them  more  useful  to  you? 

Answers  to  the  above  questions  enabled  the  authors  to  separate 
the  quantifiable  savings  from  non-quantifiable  savings. 
Quantifiable  savings  can  be  categorized  in  levels  of  decreasing 
reliability.     In  section  7,  different  levels  of  reliability  were 
accommodated  in  the  benefits  estimation. 

7.     Summary  of  benefits  and  costs  of  geologic  mapping  in 
Boone  and  Winnebago  Counties 

The  benefits  of  geologic  mapping  programs  in  Boone  and  Winnebago 
counties  are  only  partially  measurable.     Detailed  geologic  maps 
for  the  area  have  existed  for  only  about  ten  years.     As  a  result 
their  use  has  yet  to  yield  benefits  measurable  in  dollar  amounts. 
Documentable  potential  benefits — quantifiable  and  non- 
quantifiable — do  exist  however,   in  the  form  of  expenditures  that 
could  have  been  significantly  reduced,   and  in  some  instances 
completely  avoided,  had  the  same  degree  of  geologic  knowledge 
existed  25  to  50  years  ago.     In  this  section,  the  benefits  and 
cost  of  mapping  are  summarized  and,   in  the  following  section, 
the  results  of  the  two-county  study  are  extrapolated  to  the 
entire  State. 

7 . 1    Cost  of  mapping  in  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties 

The  cost  to  the  counties  of  conducting  this  investigation  was 
$68,919   ($24,122  -  Boone  County,   $44,797  -  Winnebago  County), 
payable  to  the  ISGS,  plus  $40,065   ($13,258  -  Boone  County, 
$26,807  -  Winnebago  County)   in  contractual  drilling  services  paid 
by  the  counties  to  independent  operators.     In  addition,  the  ISGS 
contributed  matching  funds  covering  state-funded  personnel, 
travel  and  use  of  ISGS  vehicles,   ISGS  drilling  (in  addition  to 
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county-contracted  drilling),  and  other  overhead  expenses.  The 
total  ISGS  contribution  was  $65,388   ($22,885  -  Boone  County, 
$42,503  -  Winnebago  County).     Table  1  shows  the  actual  1980-81 
cost  and  the  conversion  to  1990  dollars  based  on  actual  and 
estimated  expenses. 

The  costs  considered  in  this  section  are  those  directly 
measurable.     Implementation  of  decisions  based  on  geologic  maps 
can  also  cause  social  costs  as  described  in  section  4.2.  Such 
social  costs  are  not  measurable  at  this  time  because  Boone  and 
Winnebago  counties  are  the  first  counties  to  be  mapped  in  detail 
and  cases  of  their  use  and  the  resulting  social  costs  are  not 
documented.     A  comparison  of  the  non-quantifiable  social  costs 
from  section  4.2  with  non-quantifiable  benefits  described  later 
in  section  7.3  will  indicate,  however,  that  such  benefits  are 
likely  to  be  high  enough  to  offset  costs. 


Table  1:    Actual  dollar  cost  of  the  Boone-Uinnebago  Comties  napping  program  in  1980-81 
and  estimated  costs  for  1990 


1980- 

81 

Total 

1990 

Total 

Boone 

Winnebago 

Boone 

Winnebago 

Counties  to  ISGS 

24,122 

44,797 

68,919 

66,500 

123,500 

190,000^ 

Counties  to  drillers 

13,258 

26,807 

40,065 

23,000^ 

46,500 

69,500 

ISGS  contribution 

22,885 

42,503 

65,388 

10,000 

20,000 

30,000^ 

TOTALS 

60,265 

114,107 

174,372 

99,500 

190,000 

289,500 

1.  Estimate  of  real  cost  made  by  original  Boone  County  driller;  percentage  increase  (73.48)  extrapolated 
for  Winnebago  County. 

2.  Estimate  based  upon  ISGS  conducting  this  mapping  program  in  1990 

Includes  some  of  the  amounts  originally  shown  under  ISGS  contribution  in  1980-81. 

3.  Cost  includes  25%  of  2  state-funded  positions  for  2  years.    Many  ISGS  contribution  costs  in  1980-81 
would  now  be  part  of  "counties  to  ISGS". 


7.2    Quantifiable  benefits 

Most  quantifiable  evidence  of  potential  benefits  comes  from 
community  waste  disposal  sites  and  industrial  sites,   and  some 
septic  and  sewer  systems  in  housing  and  commercial  subdivisions. 
The  data  sources  fall  into  the  following  categories: 

a)  Federal  superfund  sites 

b)  State  superfund  sites 

c)  Industrial  voluntary  clean-up  sites 

d)  Other  uncategorized  sites 

e)  Septic  and  sewer  systems  needing  remedial  action 

f)  Estimates  by  individuals  and/or  firms. 

There  are  a  total  of  9  federal  Superfund  sites — 3  in  Boone  and  6 
in  Winnebago  counties,  10  industrial  voluntary  clean-up  sites — 1 
in  Boone  and  9  in  Winnebago  Counties  —  2  state  Superfund  sites 
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(SRAPL  -  State  Remedial  Action  Priority  List)   and  4  other  sites 
in  the  two  counties  studied  (see  Appendix  C) .     Not  all  of  these 
are  waste  disposal  sites,  many  are  contaminated  industrial  sites 
requiring  clean-up  action. 

The  most  reliably  quantifiable  expenses,   i.e.  potential  benefits 
from  map  use,   incurred  on  these  sites  are  amounts  spent  by  the 
Illinois  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (lEPA)  to  document  and 
investigate  the  extent  of  contamination,  and  in  some  cases  to 
take  remedial  action.     Table  2  below  summarizes  the  lEPA 
expenditure  by  site  from  Appendix  C.  The  exact  present  value  of 
the  lEPA  expenditures  is  difficult  to  determine  because  the  money 
was  spent  over  the  past  several  years.     We  assume, 
conservatively,  that  all  the  expenditures  were  made  in  1990. 


Table  2:  lEPA  expenditures  on  sites  in  Boone  and  Winnebago 
counties. 


I  EPA  Expenditure 

Site  Name 

As  of  6/30/1990 

Belvidere  Municipal  #1 

$149,307 

Bonus  (Mig) 

45,651 

Parson's  Outside 

413,487 

Midwest  Plating 

1,461 

Page I 's  Pit 

7,414 

Acme  Solvents 

59,025 

Beloit  Corporation 

12,659 

Six  Oaks  (Pecatonica) 

810,506 

Illinois  Pollution  Control  (IPC) 

10,315 

Illinois  Water  Treatment 

2,288 

Borg  Warner  Corp. 

14,447 

Sunstrand 

5,894 

Hydro I ine 

27 

Woodward  Governor  Co. 

4,197 

Matt i son  Machine  Works 

46 

Kaney  Transportation 

1,351 

Ipsen  CHT 

23,364 

People's  Avenue  (Quaker  Oats) 

2,846 

Frink's  Industrial  Waste 

893,143 

Total  lEPA  through  6/30/90  $2,478,018 

In  addition  to  the  sum  of  about  $2.5  million  spent  by  lEPA, 
the  following  estimated  amounts  were  spent  by  federal  and  state 
governments  on  management  assistance: 

Site  Name  Amount  Spent 

Bonus   (Mig)  $  22,000 

Beloit  Corporation  20,000 
IPC  100,000 


Total  $142,000 
Although  the  accuracy  of  the  $142,000  spent  on  management 
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assistance  is  not  as  high  as  that  of  the  $2.5  million  spending  by 
the  lEPA,   the  estimates  were  made  by  lEPA  and  can  be  considered 
acceptably  close. 

State,  county  and  municipal  authorities  outlined  additional 
spending  categories  for  which  only  estimates  are  available. 
These  categories  are: 

1.  Money  already  spent  on  Remedial  Investigation  and 

Feasibility  Studies  (RIFS) . 

2.  Money  estimated  to  be  needed  for  RIFS  in  the  future. 

3 .  Estimates  of  clean-up  costs  to  be  expected  in  decades  to 

come. 

The  successive  categories  of  cost  estimation  decrease  in 
reliability  as  estimated  spending  time  moves  farther  into  the 
future.     On  the  other  hand  future  cost  of  remedial  actions  to 
clean-up  contaminated  groundwater  aquifers  may  exceed  estimates 
contained  in  the  RIFS.     Serious  concerns  have  been  raised  that 
the  commonly  used  "pump-and-treat"  remedy  may  not  be  effective 
and  final  costs  could  be  much  higher  than  presumed^^.     Tables  3 
and  4  summarize  the  clean-up  costs  in  the  above  3  categories. 


Table  3:    Estimated  costs  of  Superfind  sites  in  Boone/Winnebago  couities 

Spent  on         Future  Estimated 
Site  Name  RI FS  Spending  on  RIFS  Future  Estimated  Clean-up  Cost 


Min./year*  Max ./year         #  years 

Belvidere  Municipal  #1       --  --  $    500,000  $    700,000  10 

Bonus  (Mig)                           --  1,500,000  1,500,000  30 

Parson's  Outside        $1,200,000  --  2,000,000  3,000,000  25 

Pagel's  Pit                     2,000,000^  --  (2)  (2)  (2) 

Acme  Solvents                  1,000,000  --  1,000,000  1,000,000  25 

Six  Oaks  (Pecatonica)            --  --  37,000  37,000  30 

SE  Rockford                        400,000  --  3,550,000;  --  1 

IPC                                         --  $    750,000*  1,000,000^  --  1 


Total  Superfund  Sites    $  4,600,000  $    750,000  $9,587,000 

*  Spending  is  conservatively  assumed  to  begin  in  1992. 

^  $1.0  million  for  RIFS  and  $1.0  million  to  plan  an  alternative  site  to  Pagel's  pit. 

Despite  being  declared  a  Superfund  site,  Pagel's  Pit  has  been  targeted  for  expansion.  Clean-up 
costs  unknown  at  this  time. 
^  Least  cost  short  term  alternative. 

Immediate  soil  clean-up.    Additional  annual  expenses  for  pump  and  treatment  of  water  needed. 
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Table  A:    Estimated  costs  of  voluntary  clean-14)  sites  and  other  sites  in  Boone 


and  Winnebago  comties. 


Site  Name 


First  years  expenses 
on  investigations  and 
remedial  action 


Recurrent 
annual  expenses 


No.  of 

years 


Illinois  Water  Treatment  ? 

Warner  Brake  $4,000,000 

Woodward  Governor  Co.  300,000 

Kaney  Transportation  100,000 

American  Brass  25,000 

Peoples'  Avenue  (Quaker  Oats)  500,000 

Sand  Park  2,000,000 


unknown 
unknown 

unknown 


■> 

unknown 
unknown 

unknown 


Minimum  amounts.    First  year  expenses  are  conservatively 

assumed  to  occur  in  1992.    Estimates  by  lEPA  and  County  officials. 
Warner  Brake  agreed  to  settle  a  $39  million  lawsuit  by  State  Attorney  General. 
Expenses  estimated  to  be  at  least  $1  million  per  year  for  10  to  20  years. 

Data  in  tables  1,   2  and  3  in  demonstrate  that: 

1)  The  lEPA  has  spent  about  $2,478,000  on  contamination  site 
studies . 

2)  An  additional  $4,742,000  have  been  spent  on  RIFS  and 
management  assistance. 

3)  RIFS  and  clean-up  expenditures  are  conservatively  assumed 
to  begin  in  1992.     The  expenditures  in  1992  alone  are 
estimated  to  be  a  minimum  of  $10,337,000  from  federal  and 
state  sources  and  an  additional  $6,925,000  from  voluntary 
industrial  spending,  totaling  $17,262,000  in  current 
dollars  or  $14,266,116  in  1990  dollars  when  discounted  10 
percent  annually. 

4)  Clean-up  expenses  on  superfund  sites  will  continue  for  9 
to  29  years  beyond  1992.     Those  future  expenses  are 
estimated  to  total  $37,000,000  in  1-990  dollars. 

5)  Voluntary  clean-up  expenses  by  the  industry  in  decades  to 
come  are  unknown  and  not  included  in  this  study. 

The  above  estimates  under  categories  1  through  4  must  be  adjusted 
with  reliability  factors.     The  only  expenses  that  can  be  relied 
upon  totally  are  those  already  paid  for  and  documented  exactly, 
i.e.  expenses  under  category  1.     Expenses  already  paid  for  but 
documented  in  rounded-off  figures  are  assigned  a  ±  10  percent 
confidence  range.     Economic  feasibility  studies  are  considered  by 
convention  to  be  ±  3  0  percent  accurate  in  their  estimates,  while 
estimates  of  expected  future  expenses  over  several  decades  have 
been  assigned  a  ±  50  percent  confidence  range  due  to  their  lower 
reliability  than  that  of  a  feasibility  study.     The  estimates 
under  categories  1  through  4  above  are  thus  transformed  into  the 
following  ranges: 


1)  ±  0  percent  of     $2,478,000  = 

2)  ±  10  percent  of  $4,742,000  = 


$2,478,000 

$4,267,800  -  $5,216,200 
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3)  ±  30  percent  of  $14,266,116  =  $9,986,300  -  $18,546,000 

4)  ±  50  percent  of  $37,000,000  =  $18,500,000  -  $55,500,000 

The  crucial  question  to  be  answered  is:     How  much  of  the 
expenditure  estimated  in  each  one  of  the  four  categories  above 
could  have  been  avoided  had  geologic  maps  existed  and  been  used 
in  the  past?,  and  what  portion  of  these  costs  may  be  incurred  in 
the  future  under  improved  regulatory  procedure  and  engineered 
designs  of  facilities?    With  respect  to  the  first  question, 
determination  of  the  usefulness  of  geologic  maps  in  selecting 
sites  for  waste  disposal  requires  an  understanding  of  the 
criteria  used  to  estimate  the  contamination  potential. 
Contamination  potential  can  be  negligible  where  aquifers  are  deep 
or  non-existent  and  it  will  be  very  low  where  relatively 
impermeable  material  underlies  the  site  (see  section  8  for 
details) .     It  is,  therefore,  not  unrealistic  to  expect  that  a 
portion  of  the  remedial  costs  as  documented  above  could  be 
avoided  and  equivalent  benefits  credited  to  geologic  mapping 
programs . 

Obviously,  there  is  no  guarantee  that  knowledge  of  geology  would 
have  prevented  all  the  above  costs.     However,  two  basic 
statements  can  be  made  with  confidence: 

1.  While  not  guaranteeing  that  all  problem  disposal  sites 
could  have  been  avoided  with  proper  geologic  mapping  and 
use  of  that  information,  the  avoidable  costs  would  have 
been  significantly  lower, if  geology  had  been  used,  and 

2.  The  time  of  incurring  such  avoidable  costs  would  have  been 
pushed  into  the  future,  perhaps  by  decades,   if  geologic 
mapping  had  been  used. 

The  magnitude  of  cost  reduction,  and  therefore  of  potential 
benefits,  will  also  depend  upon  the  applicability  of 
environmental  regulations  already  in  place  and  to  be  put  in 
place.     In  order  to  account  for  future  uncertainties,  we  offer 
the  following  three  scenarios: 

1.  About  50  percent  of  future  clean-up  costs  would  be 
avoided,  assuming  that  past  disposal  practices  will  not 
change  dramatically  and  there  is  less  than  satisfactory 
use  of  geology.  This  base-case  scenario  appears  justified 
because  regulation  of  industrial  sites  on  a  statewide 
basis  requiring  consideration  of  geologic  conditions  is 
yet  to  be  introduced. 

2.  About  7  5  percent  of  future  clean-up  work  would  be 
unnecessary  and  the  benefits  reduced  accordingly  because 
environmental  regulations  in  effect  today  and  to  be 
expected  in  near  future  can  prevent  many  of  the 
contaminated  sites  in  the  future.  Also,  knowledge  of 
geology  has  contributed  to  improvements  in  design  and 
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engineering  of  facilities. 

3.     About  90  percent  of  the  future  clean-up  work  would  be 

unnecessary  as  statewide  regulations  for  industrial  sites 
are  promulgated  and  implemented,  and  as  improved 
engineered  designs  of  disposal  facilities  prove  highly 
successful.  This  would  further  reduce  the  potential 
benefits  from  geologic  mapping.  However,  geologic 
knowledge  would  be  essential  for  designing  facilities 
that  minimize  contamination  risk. 

The  present  value  estimates  (in  1990  dollars)   of  benefits  derived 
in  the  form  of  avoided  costs  under  the  above  three  scenarios  are 
summarized  in  table  5: 

Table  5:    Present  value  of  benefits  of  geologic  napping  in  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  and 
the  est i Rated  ratios  of  benefits  to  cost  of  sapping 


Scenario  1 


Ratio  of  cumulative 


Cuirulative  quantifiable  benefits 

Category  PV  of  benefits  PV  of  benefits  to  costs  of  mapping 

1  $477,700  $A77,700  1.65 

2  $822,700  -  $1,005,500  $1,300,400  -  $1,483,200  4.5  -  5.0 

3  $1,925,100  -  3,575,150  $3,225,500  -  $5,058,350  11.0  -  17.5 

4  $3,566,275  -  $10,698,800  $6,791,775  -  $15,757,150  23.5  -  54.5 

Scenario  II 


1  $238,844  $238,844  0.83 

2  $411,355  -  $502,768  $650,199  -  $741,612  2.25  -  2.56 

3  $962,538  -  1,787,571  $1,612,737  -  $2,529,183  5.57  -  8.74 

4  $1,783,138  -  $5,349,413  $3,395,875  -  $7,878,596  11.73  -  27.2 

Scenario  III 

1  $95,538  $95,538  0.33 

2  $164,542  -      $201,107  $260,080  -      $296,645  0.9  -  1.02 

3  $385,015  -      $715,029  $645,095  -  $1,011,674  2.22  -  3.49 

4  $713,255  -  $2,139,765  $1,358,350  -  $3,151,439  4.69  -  10.89 
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See  section  7.1  for  cost  of  mapping  in  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties:  $289,500  in  1990  dollar. 


The  evidence  for  the  economic  justifiability  of  geologic  mapping 
programs  in  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  is  strong  even  without 
the  inclusion  of  items  such  as  future  industry  expenditures  for 
voluntary  clean-up,  the  other  quantifiable  items  listed  below  and 
the  entire  list  of  non-quantifiable  benefits  discussed  in  section 
7.3.     The  benefits  to  cost  ratio  is  greater  than  unity  for  all 
but  category  1  under  the  most  rigorous  criterion,   i.e.  when  only 
10  percent  of  the  estimated  potential  benefits  are  realized  as  in 
Scenario  III.     The  benefit/cost  ratio  in  Scenario  III  ranges  from 
4.7  to  10.9  when  major  future  benefits  (avoidable  costs)  are 
taken  into  account  in  category  4,  even  after  discounting  the 
benefits  by  90  percent  as  explained  earlier. 

Other  quantifiable  benefits  arise  from  avoidable  costs  involved 
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in  emergency  measures  to  help  residents  affected  by 
contamination,     finding  new  deposits  of  minerals  closer  to 
markets  and  other  events  not  easily  categorized  or  quantified. 
Following  is  a  list  of  such  costs  which  should  be  taken  into 
account  in  computing  benefit/cost  ratios.     These  costs  would  be 
almost  certainly  avoidable  in  their  entirety,   although  they  are 
not  included  in  the  ratios  computed  above: 

•  The  South-East  Rockford  superfund  site  in  Winnebago  County. 
Contaminated  water  wells  requiring  emergency  measures  such 
as  supplying  bottled  drinking  water  and  carbon  filter  to  at 
least  250  households  for  about  2  years.     Carbon  filter  costs 
were  estimated  at  about  $250,000  but  no  cost  data  on  bottled 
water  supply  is  available.     We  estimate  a  minimum  of  2 
gallons  of  water  per  household  per  day  would  be  necessary, 
and  would  cost  at  least  50  cents  per  gallon.     This  results 
in  a  total  cost  of  $182,500  over  two  years.     The  total 
emergency  aid  cost  is  thus  estimated  at  $432 , 500  at  this 
site . 

•  At  the  Woodward  Governor  Co.  site  in  Winnebago  County 
approximately  $300,000  to  $550,000  were  spent  to  remedy  a 
leaking  tank,   install  a  monitoring  well,   and  pay  the 
consultant's  fees. 

•  The  City  of  Rockford  had  to  close  down  at  least  5  city  water 
wells  in  the  area  south  of  Harrison  Avenue.  Replacement 
costs  per  well  would  be  $1.5  million  each  or  about 
$7,500,000  total. 

•  Rockford  Sand  and  Gravel  Co.  used  the  geologic  maps  in  their 
search  for  50,000  cubic  yards  of  clay  needed  to  cap  a 
landfill.     The  savings  in  transportation  were  estimated  at 
50  cents  per  cubic  yard  or  $25,000  because  of  proximity  of  a 
deposit  to  the  demand  location.     In  addition  to  these 
savings,   the  company  estimated  that  about  1  month  of  a  full 
time  equivalent  of  manpower  was  saved  because  the  maps 
provided  information  which  otherwise  would  have  been 
developed  by  the  company  geologist. 

•  About  60  cases  of  leaking  underground  storage  tanks  in 
Winnebago  County  need  full  scale  hydrogeologic  investigation 
and  possibly  pump  and  treat  remedial  action.     Another  140 
leaking  tanks  exist  in  the  county.     According  to  the  lEPA, 
about  80  percent  of  underground  storage  tanks  leak.  Because 
no  permits  are  required  to  install  underground  tanks, 
remedial  action  will  be  required  on  a  large  scale  in  the 
future.     Proper  use  of  geologic  maps  could  have  helped 
reduce  these  potential  costs.     About  $250,000  were  spent  on 
one  site  of  18  leaking  underground  storage  tanks  for  study 
and  remedial  action,  according  to  Missman,  Stanley 
Associates,  a  consulting  company  in  Rockford.     This  company 
also  estimates  that  geologic  maps  save  them  about  1,000 
person  hours,  worth  at  least  $75,000  each  year. 

•  The  Winnebago  Countv  Health  Department  reported  that  in  1989 
alone  a  total  of  179  septic  systems  had  to  be  repaired  at  an 
average  cost  of  about  $3,000  per  system  or  a  total  of 
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$537,000  that  could  have  been  avoided  with  good  knowledge 
and  appropriate  use  of  geology  during  the  system  planning 
stage.  The  county  also  spent  $3,000,000  to  build  a  water 
line  to  Roscoe,  while  250  residences  paid  a  total  of  about 
$1,250,000  for  hookups  on  water  and  sewer  systems. 

The  above  list  is  inherently  incomplete  because  it  is  impossible 
to  solicit  information  from  all  the  cases  of  individuals  or 
businesses  affected.     For  example,  water  wells  supplying  less 
than  2  5  housing  units  are  not  monitored  by  the  lEPA  and  the 
county  does  not  have  the  money  and  manpower  to  monitor  all  the 
wells . 

7.3  Non-quantifiable  benefits 

Public  funding  for  projects  is  often  necessary  because  benefits 
accrue  to  the  society  as  a  whole  rather  than  a  particular  private 
enterprise.  Typical  examples  of  such  projects  are  education, 
infrastructure  such  as  road  building  or  projects  related  to 
environmental  or  national  defense.     Often,   the  non-quantifiable 
benefits  are  so  far  reaching  that  they  outweigh  the  near  term 
quantifiable  benefits.     It  is,  therefore,   necessary  to  recount 
the  non-quantifiable  benefits  of  the  geologic  mapping  done  in 
Boone  and  Winnebago  counties.     The  following  account  is  based  on 
interviews  with  citizens  and  officials  in  the  two  counties. 

•  Planning  of  waste  disposal  sites  involves  gathering  of 
knowledge  about  geology,  hydrology  and  geologic  material 
characteristics.     On-site  drilling  is  necessary,   followed  by 
laboratory  testing  of  materials.     Aquifer  depths  and 
groundwater  recharge  patterns  must  be  considered.     It  is  an 
expensive  procedure  requiring  screening  of  multiple  sites. 
In  Winnebago  County,  the  process  of  selecting  an  alternative 
for  the  Pagel's  pit  municipal  landfill  site  required 
$1,000,000  although  geologic  maps  were  available.  County 
planners  stated  that  the  process  of  site  selection  would 
have  been  considerably  more  expensive  without  the  maps.  In 
addition  to  the  cost  lowering  effects,   the  maps  also 
improved  the  confidence  in  the  decision-making  process,  the 
value  of  which  cannot  be  measured  in  dollars. 

•  In  the  Oak  Crest  subdivision  in  Rockford,  housing 
development  took  place  in  an  area  underlain  by  a  buried  peat 
bog.     Although  the  layers  of  soil  directly  under  the  homes 
seemed  suitable  for  septic  systems,  the  underlying  bog 
caused  severe  problems  because  geologic  maps  were  not  used. 
Knowledge  of  geology  can  prevent  such  costs.     Decisions  made 
on  the  basis  of  such  knowledge  lead  to  cost  prevention  but 
can  not  be  documented  as  benefits. 

•  Leaking  underground  storage  tanks  is  a  widespread  problem  in 
the  two  counties.     Only  a  fraction  of  these  have  been 
identified  and  remedied.  Damage  caused  by  the  contaminants 
from  yet  undetected  leaking  tanks  to  groundwater  and  public 
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health  is  not  measurable.  However,  most  of  the  damage  could 
be  prevented  with  proper  use  of  geologic  information. 

•  School  teachers  in  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  are  using 
the  geologic  maps  in  courses  on  science  and  environment. 
The  benefits  of  this  action  are  immeasurable.     An  entire  new 
generation  of  citizens  is  being  influenced  by  the  knowledge 
of  earth  science  and  of  how  to  use  geologic  maps  to  mitigate 
environmental  damage.     The  increased  citizen  awareness 
spreads  from  the  school  children  to  their  parents.  Future 
decision-makers  are  presently  receiving  earth  science 
knowledge.     They  can  be  expected  to  make  better- informed 
decisions  when  they  grow  up  and  prevent  future  costs.  Such 
future  cost  prevention  can  not  be  measured  at  this  point. 

•  Producers  of  sand  and  gravel  and  other  construction 
materials  in  the  two  counties  confirmed  the  use  of  geologic 
maps  in  their  day-to-day  planning,  although  they  could  not 
quantify  how  much  money  the  use  of  the  maps  saves  them. 
Rockford  Sand  and  Gravel  Co.  geologists  attested  to  using 
maps  for  searching  for  new  areas  containing  sand  and  gravel. 
The  growing  demand  for  construction  aggregates  in  rapidly 
growing  McHenry  county  to  the  east  presents  an  incentive  to 
the  company  to  use  the  maps  in  their  efforts  to  find 
deposits  closer  to  the  demand  area.     The  transportation  cost 
savings  could  amount  to  at  least  $1  per  ton  compared  with 
current  aggregate  locations. 

•  Consulting  geologist  Roberta  Jennings  reported  that  regional 
geology  often  constitutes  2  0  to  2  5  percent  of  her  reports  on 
waste  disposal  site  studies  or  other  study  sites.  She 
confirmed  that  county-wide  geological  maps  are  the  prime 
source  of  information  on  regional  geology.     Although  it  is 
impossible  to  assess  the  value  of  such  uses  of  maps  in 
dollars  it  is  obviously  quite  significant.     County  officials 
and  consultants  estimated  that  in  Boone  and  Winnebago 
counties,   $3  to  $4  million  are  spent  on  environmental 
consulting  contracts  by  government  and  private  enterprise 
annually.     Geology  plays  a  prime  role  in  these  contracts. 

•  The  provision  of  geologic  information  to  facilitate  public 
opinion  in  cases  of  environmental  or  zoning  issues  is  an 
important  task.     As  demonstrated  in  the  case  of  the  Pagel's 
pit  issue  in  Winnebago  County,  geology  should  play  an 
important  role.     Unfortunately  in  the  case  of  Pagel's  pit, 
which  is  a  Superfund  site,  geology  was  not  regarded  as  a 
significant  factor.     In  spite  of  clear  geologic  indications 
that  safer  alternative  sites  for  waste  disposal  were 
available,  a  decision  seems  to  have  been  made  to  expand  the 
Pagel's  Pit  Superfund  site.     This  negative  example  of  the 
cost  of  ignoring  geologic  knowledge  may  result  in 
immeasurable  damage  that  would  have  been  preventable. 

•  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  have  developed  "comprehensive 
county  plans  for  the  year  2000."    The  plans  involve 
residential  and  industrial  development  as  well  as  mineral 
resource  considerations.     The  issue  of  materials  supply  to 
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Chicago  and  the  resulting  employment  effect  on  Boone  and 
Winnebago  counties  were  included  in  the  plan.  Geological 
maps  served  as  an  important  guideline  in  plan  preparation. 

•  Application  of  sewage  sludge  to  agricultural  land  is  common 
practice  in  some  parts  of  the  counties.     The  superintendent 
of  the  South  Beloit  Waste  Water  treatment  plant  confirmed 
that  sludge  from  the  plant  is  applied  to  agricultural  land. 
An  ISGS  study^^  on  application  of  sludge  to  agricultural 
land  and  its  effects  on  groundwater  has  been  used  in  Boone 
and  Winnebago  counties  in  the  formulation  of  county 
ordinances. 

•  Waterwell  drillers  commonly  use  geologic  maps  as  a  regional 
guide.     Driller  Gerald  Rosenquist  attested  that  he  uses  the 
existing  maps  at  least  50  percent  of  the  time.     It  helps 
improve  the  confidence  in  well  siting. 

8.  Methodology  for  statewide  projection  of  study  results 

The  following  is  a  discussion  of  how  the  results  of  the  benefits 
and  cost  of  geologic  mapping  from  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties 
were  projected  to  the  entire  state  of  Illinois. 

The  factors  critical  for  a  valid  extrapolation  are: 

•  Geologic  conditions  in  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  in 
comparison  with  the  conditions  in  other  counties.  The 
geology  is  important  not  only  from  a  mineral  resource 
viewpoint  but  also  with  respect  to  the  extent  and  speed  with 
which  contaminates  migrate.     The  risk  of  environmental 
damage  may  vary  from  one  area  of  the  state  to  another.  For 
example,   in  some  counties  of  Illinois  the  earthquake  and 
landslide  potential  may  assume  importance.  As  will  be 
explained  below,  the  cost  of  geologic  mapping  is  dependent 
upon  the  geology  of  the  area  to  be  mapped. 

•  Demographics  of  counties  including  how  many  people  reside  in 
a  particular  county,  whether  they  live  in  urban  or  rural 
areas,  what  standard  of  living  prevails  and  how  fast  the 
population  is  changing. 

•  Economic  conditions,  determined  by  the  type  of  economic 
activity  prevalent  in  an  area  such  as  agriculture,  mining, 
manufacturing,   service  activities  or  residential  use  of 
land.     These  activities  directly  influence  the  number  of 
potential  contamination  sources  as  well  as  points  of 
consumption  of  natural  resources  such  as  minerals  and  water. 

An  investigation  of  consumption  of  construction  aggregates  in  the 
Chicago  area  by  Bhagwat^®  indicates  that  population,  employment, 
interest  rates  and  the  Gross  State  Product  most  significantly 
influence  the  demand  for  construction  aggregates.     Consumption  of 
water  can  also  be  presumed  to  be  correlated  to  population  density 
and  industrial  activity.     Quantifiable  benefits  in  Boone  and 
Winnebago  counties  in  the  area  of  mineral  and  water  resources 
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could  thus  be  extrapolated  on  the  basis  of  population  to  other 
counties.     However,  quantifiable  data  was  available  only  in  the 
area  of  environmental  pollution.     Initially,  the  contamination 
potential  within  the  study  area  as  compared  to  the  rest  of  the 
state  was  taken  as  the  basis  for  statewide  projection  of 
quantifiable  data.     In  an  alternative  case,  the  influence  of 
geology  on  mapping  costs  was  included. 

The  base  case  projection  relies  on  a  comparison  of  the 
vulnerability  of  geologic  materials  in  Boone  and  Winnebago 
counties  to  potential  contamination  with  the  vulnerability  of  the 
other  100  counties  in  Illinois.     The  contamination  potential 
stems  from  waste  generators,   landfills,   and  CERCLA  (Comprehensive 
Environmental  Resource  Conservation  Recovery  Act  or  Superfund) 
sites.     Keefer  and  Berg  (1990)^'  evaluated  the  contamination 
potential  to  aquifers  in  their  map  "Potential  for  aquifer 
recharge  in  Illinois."     Seven  categories  showing  increasing 
potential  for  aquifer  recharge  or  potential  for  contamination 
were  produced.  The  highest  potential  for  aquifer  contamination 
occurs  in  regions  that  contain  a  major  aquifer  (100,000  gpd) 
within  1.5  m  of  the  surface.  The  lowest  potential  for  aquifer 
contamination  occurs  in  regions  that  have  no  aquifers  within  15  m 
of  the  surface  and  no  major  aquifer  at  any  depth.  This  mapping  is 
based  on  the  principle  that  the  closer  the  aquifer  is  to  the 
surface,   the  higher  is  its  potential  vulnerability  to 
contamination  from  waste  sources. 

The  geologic  information  was  combined  with  information  compiled 
by  the  Illinois  state  Water  Survey  (ISWS)   showing  the  statewide 
distribution  of  waste  generators,  landfills  and  CERCLA  sites,  per 
zip  code  per  square  mile^^.     The  resulting  map  "Prioritization 
of  aquifer  recharge  areas  in  Illinois"   (IS6S-ISWS  unpublished  map 
on  open-file)     combines  aquifer  vulnerability  with  the  locations 
of  potential  contzunination  sources.  Highly  vulnerable  areas 
containing  numerous  potential  waste  sources  are  mapped  as  "very 
high";  areas  containing  fewer  potential  waste  sources  are  ranked 
lower.     A  total  of  ten  map  units  were  produced  and  ranked  from  1 
to  10  according  to  vulnerability.     The  difference  between  rank 
levels  is  qualitative,  i.e.  unit  number  10  is  not  necessarily 
twice  as  vulnerable  as  unit  number  5  for  exaunple. 

For  each  county  the  percent  of  land  area  in  each  rank  was 
calculated,  and  then  multiplied  by  the  rank  nximber.     For  exaunple, 
if  in  a  county  with  54  percent  of  the  land  area  is  classified  as 
rank  10  (540),  20  percent  as  rank  9   (180),  10  percent  as  rank  8 
(80),  8  percent  as  rank  7  (56),  and  8  percent  as  rank  1  (8),  then 
the  weighted  average  score  derived  by  adding  the  percentaged 
rankings  would  be  864.     This  calculation  of  the  contamination 
potential  score  was  done  for  each  county.     The  score  represents 
the  overall  potential  susceptibility  of  geologic  materials  and 
groundwater  within  each  Illinois  county  to  contamination  from 
waste  sources. 


The  calculated  contamination  potential  score  for  a  given  county 
is  a  function  of  aquifer  vulnerability,   number  of  potential 
sources  and  the  area  affected.     The  higher  the  score  the  greater 
the  contamination  potential  and  therefore,   the  greater  the 
potential  benefits  from  geologic  maps  that  could  prevent 
contamination  from  occurring  if  used  in  decision-making. 


The  methodology  of  benefit  and  cost  extrapolation  must  account 
for  the  county  score  as  well  as  county  size.     The  county  scores 
range  from  a  low  of  18  to  a  high  of  796.     Figure  4  is  the 
frequency  distribution  of  scores  in  groups  of  50  with  the  mean 
score  for  all  Illinois  counties  at  320. 
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Figure  4  Aquifer  Contamination  Potential  Scores  for  Illinois  Counties 


The  contamination  potential  score  incorporates  the  proportions 
(%)   of  county  areas  with  their  appropriate  rank  on  a 
vulnerability  scale  of  1  to  10,  based  on  sources  of  contamination 
per  square  mile  per  zip  code;  but  it  does  not  account  for  the 
county  size  in  square  miles,   i.e.  the  scores  are  based  on 
percentages  of  areas  while  benefit  and  cost  are  also  influenced 
by  square  miles  affected.     In  order  to  account  for  the  square 
miles  in  each  vulnerability  category  the  following  formula  for 
Estimated  Total  Benefits  for  the  State  of  Illinois  was  used: 
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where   B^^^  =  Benefits  in  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  in  1990 
dollars . 

Ajjy  =  Area  of  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  in  square  miles. 
Sjj^  =  Sum  of  contamination  potential  scores  for  Boone  and 

Winnebago  counties. 
Aj  =  Area  of  county  i. 

Sj  =  Contamination  potential  score  for  county  i. 
i    =  County  number  1  to  102. 


The  use  of  contamination  potential  scores  for  statewide 
projection  of  benefits  of  geologic  mapping  has  its  limitations 
but  contamination  potential  scores  are  the  only  practical  basis 
available  for  extrapolation.  The  limitations  arise  from  two 
sources:   1)   The  vulnerability  rankings  are  qualitative;  for 
example:  areas  ranked  6  on  vulnerability  scale  are  not 
necessarily  twice  as  vulnerable  as  areas  ranked  3.   2)   The  number 
of  potential  sources  in  an  area  alone  does  not  reflect  the  extent 
of  potential  contamination  unless  the  amount  of  effluents  from 
each  source  is  known.     There  is  no  practical  way  of  quantifying 
the  vulnerability  rankings  relative  to  one  another  but  there  is 
no  other  known  way  of  accounting  for  vulnerability  to 
contamination.     Therefore,  the  qualitative  vulnerability  rankings 
have  been  used.     The  size  of  the  potential  source  of 
contamination  is  of  secondary  significance  because  as  long  as  a 
plant  location  is  attractive  to  a  business  there  would  be  little 
reason  why  larger  businesses  should  be  concentrated  in  one 
location  and  smaller  ones  in  another.     It  is  also  acknowledged 
that  some  kinds  of  businesses  with  high  potential  for 
contaminating  the  environment  may  be  concentrated  in  one  county 
while  the  same  number  of  other  businesses  with  lower  potential 
for  contaminating  the  environment  may  be  located  in  another 
county.     The  resulting  contamination  potential  scores  for  the  two 
counties  may,   if  the  geology  were  identical,   appear  to  be  the 
same  but  in  fact  will  not  be  the  same.  Having  acknowledged  the 
above  limitations  of  the  contamination  potential  scores,  the 
scores  represent  the  best  available  basis  for  benefit  projection. 
An  indication  of  the  usefulness  of  contamination  potential  scores 
for  extrapolation  is  the  closeness  of  projected  and  actual 
benefits  from  category  1  lEPA    expenditures  as  discussed  in 
section  9,  paragraph  3  of  this  report. 

The  cost  of  geologic  mapping  in  this  case  is  assumed  to  be 
primarily  dependent  upon  county  size,  although  the  geological 
complexity  and  the  type  of  mapping  desired  may  require  more  or 
less  work  in  other  cases.     The  projection  of  mapping  costs  in  the 
base  case  is  therefore  based  on  the  following  formula  for 
Estimated  Total  Costs  of  Mapping  for  State  of  Illinois 
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102  f, 
i-l  ^bw 

where   C^^  =  Cost  of  geologic  mapping  in  Boone  and  Winnebago 
counties  in  1990  dollars. 

The  geology  of  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  is  thought  to  be 
sufficiently  different  from  other  counties  to  justify  an 
alternative  cost  scenario.     According  to  ISGS  geologists,  the 
statewide  mapping  program  will  include  activities  that  were  not 
undertaken  during  the  Boone  and  Winnebago  county  mapping.  The 
statewide  mapping  program  will  include  expanded  data  collection, 
more  detailed  subsurface  and  bedrock  mapping,  extensive  computer 
processing,   and  the  publication  of  maps  of  higher  resolution 
(1:24,000  scale)   than  in  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties.  A  more 
intensive  program  of  data  collection  through  field  study  of 
outcrops  and  drilling  of  stratigraphic  control  borings  is 
intended,  which  will  allow  mapping  of  Quaternary  deposits  from 
the  ground  surface  to  depths  exceeding  4  00  feet.  Computer 
processing  of  data  from  the  archives  of  government  and  industry 
is  expected  to  provide  an  initial  database  for  the  mapping  team. 
Computer  technology  will  be  applied  to  digitize  map  products  and 
assist  in  the  publication  of  maps.     Digitization  of  maps  is 
expected  to  enhance  their  utility,  making  it  easier  to  produce 
derivative  map  products.     ISGS  geologists  estimate  that  the 
proposed  statewide  mapping  program  will  cost  about  $55,000,000  or 
2.6  times  the  cost  estimate  in  the  base  case  made  from  the  Boone 
and  Winnebago  counties  experience.  Therefore,   the  B/C  ratios  in 
section  9  are  presented  in  two  parts:     First,   the  Boone  and 
Winnebago  county  benefits  and  costs  are  projected  statewide,  and 
then  in  an  alternative  scenario  based  on  the  higher  mapping  cost 
the  B/C  ratios  are  calculated  again. 

9.     Results  of  statewide  benefits/cost  estimates 

In  Scenario  I,  the  benefits  and  cost  of  geologic  mapping  in  Boone 
and  Winnebago  counties  were  projected  to  the  entire  state  of 
Illinois  using  contamination  potential  scores  and  county  areas. 
The  contamination  potential  scores  account  for  hydrogeologic 
conditions  as  well  as  the  number  of  potential  sources  of 
contamination  in  counties.     Together  with  county  areas,  the 
contamination  potential  scores  permit  a  reasonable  projection  of 
results  from  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  to  the  rest  of  the 
state.     Table  6  contains  the  county-by-county  results  of  Scenario 
I  benefits  and  costs.     In  table  6  the  counties  are  listed  in 
descending  order  of  contamination  potential  scores   (column  1) . 
The  county  areas  are  listed  in  column  3  after  the  county  names. 
The  benefit  categories  1  through  4  discussed  in  section  7.2  are 
denoted  by  numbers  1-4  at  the  top  in  table  6.    (It  may  be  recalled 
that  categories  2,   3  and  4  are  cumulative.)       Total  benefits  and 
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cost  for  the  entire  State  are  listed  at  the  bottom  of  each 
column.  These  sums  contain  benefits  and  costs  of  Boone  and 
Winnebago  counties  and  projections  for  other  counties. 

The  projected  total  cost  of  geologic  mapping  in  1990  dollars  in 
Scenario  I  is  about  $21  million.     The  category  4  benefits  of 
geologic  mapping  are  expected  to  range  from  $127  million  to  $295 
million. 

Category  1  benefits  for  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  were 
assigned  the  highest  confidence  level  because  these  benefits  were 
derived  from  documentable  lEPA  spending  of  the  past.  The  benefits 
were  conservatively  assumed  to  be  half  the  lEPA  spending  ,   and  to 
occur  with  a  10  year  delay  because  not  all  leaky  sites  or 
Superfund  sites  can  be  avoided  in  the  future  even  with  the  best 
geologic  mapping.  Based  on  these  assumptions,  the  projected 
statewide  benefits  in  category  1  totaled  about  $9.0  million 
(Table  6).  According  to  lEPA,  $55,267,052  were  spent  statewide  as 
of  6/30/1990.  Applying  the  same  method  of  benefits  estimation 
discussed  above,  the  statewide  category  1  benefits  amount  to 
$10.6  million  compared  with  $9.0  million  as  a  result  of 
projection  of  category  1  benefits  from  Boone  and  Winnebago 
counties  to  the  entire  State.  The  closeness  of  the  two  benefit 
estimates  supports  the  validity  of  the  methodology  used  in 
projecting  the  benefits. 

The  County-by-County  B/C  ratios  for  Scenario  I  are  listed  in 
descending  order  in  table  7.     The  statewide  B/C  ratio  in  benefit 
category  4  ranged  from  6  to  14.  Winnebago  and  Boone  county  B/C 
ratios  are  not  listed  because  the  combined  B/C  ratio  of  Boone  and 
Winnebago  counties  was  discussed  previously.   Hamilton  is  the  only 
county  with  B/C  ratio  lower  than  one  in  category  4. 

In  table  8,   B/C  ratios  for  Illinois  counties  have  been  determined 
under  the  assumption  of  a  cost  increase  due  to  additional  work 
required  in  other  counties  as  discussed  at  the  end  of  section  8. 
According  to  table  8,  the  B/C  ratio  for  category  4  benefits  range 
from  2.3  to  5.4  for  the  entire  State. 

The  Scenario  II  projections  for  the  entire  state  are  presented  in 
tables  9,   10,  and  11.     In  this  scenario,  we  assume  that  potential 
benefits  will  be  discounted  by  75  percent  because  of  the  success 
of  existing  environmental  regulations  and  of  improved  engineering 
and  design  of  disposal  facilities  in  preventing  future 
contamination.     Under  Scenario  II,  the  statewide  benefits  would 
be  $4.5  million  in  category  1  and  from  $64  million  to  $148 
million  in  category  4   (table  9) .     If  the  cost  of  statewide 
mapping  is  $21  million,  the  B/C  ratios  for  the  entire  state  would 
be  0.2  in  category  1  and  range  from  3  to  7  in  category  4  (table 
10) .     However,   if  the  cost  of  mapping  increases  to  $55  million, 
the  B/C  ratio  declines  to  0.1  in  category  1  and  to  a  range  of  1.2 
to  2.7  in  category  4   (table  11).     The  category  4  B/C  ratios 
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indicate  that  the  geologic  mapping  program  for  Illinois  would  pay 
for  itself  even  when  potential  benefits  are  discounted  by  75 
percent  and  delayed  by  10  years. 

In  Scenario  III^  presented  in  tables  12,   13,  and  14,  the 

projections  were  based  on  the  assumption  that  90  percent  of  the 
potential  benefits  will  not  materialize  because  of  the 
effectiveness  of  current  and  future  environmental  regulations  and 
improved  engineering  design  of  disposal  facilities.  The  statewide 
benefits  from  the  geologic  mapping  program  in  scenario  III  are 
projected  to  be  $2.0  million  in  category  1  and  $25  million  to  $59 
million  in  category  4   (table  12) .     At  the  lower  mapping  costs  of 
$21  million,  the  B/C  ratio  for  the  entire  state  would  be  0.1  in 
category  1  and  1.2  to  2.8  in  category  4   (table  13).     At  the 
higher  mapping  costs  of  $55  million,  the  ratio  would  decline  to 
an  insignificant  level  in  category  1  and  range  from  0.5  to  1.1  in 
category  4   (table  14) .     The  upper  range  estimate  in  category  4 
remains  greater  than  1  in  spite  of  the  90  percent  discounting  of 
benefits  and  exclusion  of  a  number  of  benefits  that  are  evident 
but  not  quantifiable. 

The  B/C  ratios  could  be  used  to  prioritize  counties  for  geologic 
mapping.     However,   B/C  ratios  cannot  be  the  sole  criterion  for 
prioritization.     Geologic  mapping  is  most  beneficial  when 
conducted  in  multi-county  groupings.     Therefore,  mapping 
priorities  should  consider  geographic  contiguity  along  with  the 
B/C  ratios.     In  addition,  other  criteria  may  alter  prioritization 
if  information  about  probable  occurrence  of  valuable  minerals  or 
geologic  hazard  such  as  earthquakes  are  taken  into  consideration. 
The  B/C  ratios  will  increase  if  as  yet  unquantified  benefits  are 
considered . 

10.  Siunmary 

The  benefits  and  cost  of  geologic  mapping  conducted  in  1980  in 
Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  were  estimated.  The  mapping  program 
in  1980  cost  about  $174,000,   or  the  equivalent  of  $300,000  in 
1990  dollars.  The  benefits,   some  quantifiable  but  many  more 
unquantif iable,  are  largely  in  the  form  of  our  ability  to  use  the 
geologic  knowledge  to  reduce  or  eliminate  some  of  the  future 
expenses.   Such  future  expenses  would  be  for  cleaning  up 
contaminated  earth  materials  and  groundwater,   for  mineral 
exploration,   for  urban  waste  disposal  etc.   Information  about  such 
future  benefits  was  gained  from  interviews  with  some  55 
individuals  in  the  two  counties.  The  quantifiable  benefits  data 
were    available  only  on  future  estimated  clean-up  costs  for 
contaminated  sites.  No  other  benefits  were  quantifiable. 

The  benefits  were  classified  into  4  categories  according  to  the 
level  of  variabilty  expected  in  the  estimated  dollar  amounts. 
Category  1  was  for  benefits  that  were  certain,   i.e.  +0% 
variability;  category  2  with  +10%  variability,  category  3  with 
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±3  0%  and  category  4  with  +50%  variability.   It  was  deemed 
necessary  to  project  three  benefit  scenarios  based  on 
applicability  and  effectiveness  of  existing  and  future 
environmental  regulations  in  preventing  future  contamination 
problems.     In  Scenario  I,  the  benefits  were  reduced  by  50  percent 
to  account  for  the  fact  that  geologic  information  may  not  be  used 
or  requirements  for  siting  industrial  facilities  are  not  yet  in 
place.     In  Scenario  II,  the  benefits  were  discounted  by  7  5 
percent  under  the  assumption  that  some  progress  will  be  made  in 
requiring  the  use  of  geology  in  siting  industrial  facilities,  in 
improving  the  regulatory  procedures,  and  in  designing  safer  waste 
disposal  facilities.   In  Scenario  III,  the  benefits  were, 
discounted  by  90  percent  assuming  that  most  of  the  contamination 
will  be  prevented  due  to  the  success  of  existing  and  expected 
future  regulatory  rules  on  siting  industrial  and  waste  disposal 
facilities,   and  due  to  better  designs  of  facilities.  Furthermore, 
the  realization  of  all  the  benefits  was  delayed  by  ten  years  to 
reflect  the  difficulties  in  implementing  the  geologic  knowledge 
gained  from  the  mapping  program  and  any  inherent  inaccuracies  in 
the  data  at  the  scale  of  compilation.   Finally,   the  benefits  were 
discounted  back  at  a  10%  annual  rate  to  1990  and  the  Benefit/Cost 
ratios   (B/C)  calculated. 


The  B/C  ratios  for  Boone  and  Winnebago  counties  for  category  1 
and  4  are  summarized  below: 


B/C  ratio  B/C  ration 

for  Category  1  for  Category  4 

Scenario  I                     1.65  23.5  to  54.5 

Scenario  II                  0.83  11.7  to  27.2 

Scenario  III                0.33  4.7  to  10.9 


A  statewide  projection  of  Boone  and  Winnebago  county  results  was 
made  on  the  basis  of  county  areas  and  a  groundwater  contamination 
potential  score.  The  contamination  potential  score  accounts  for 
the  vulnerability  of  groundwater  to  contamination  and  the  number 
of  potential  sources  of  contamination  per  square  mile.  The 
projected  statewide  B/C  ratios  for  geologic  mapping  programs  are 
summarized  below: 


Statewide  B/C  ratio 

 for  Category  1  

Lower  Cost      Higher  Cost 


Statewide  B/C  ratio 

 for  Category  4  

Lower  Cost      Higher  Cost 


Scenario  I 
Scenario  II 
Scenario  III 


0.4 
0.2 
0.1 


0.2 
0.1 


6-14 
3-7 
1.2   -  2.8 


2.3  -  5.4 
1.2  -  2.7 
0.5  -  1.1 


The  most  conservative  projection  in  Scenario  III,  with  higher  cost  of 
mapping,   indicates  that  after  discounting  the  potential  future 
benefits  by  9  0  percent  and  delaying  their  realization  by  10  years  the 
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benefits  in  category  4  would  range  from  $27.5  million  to  60.5  million 
on  an  investment  of  $55  million  in  statewide  geologic  mapping.  It 
should  be  emphasized  that  all  the  B/C  ratios  are  based  on  benefits 
from  avoidance  of  expenses  related  only  to  soil  and  groundwater 
contamination.  The  ratios  will  increase  as  numerous  other  benefits  are 
quantified  and  included  in  calculations. 
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Table  6:    Projected  benefits  and  cost  of  geologic  mapping  program  for  Illinois  (Scenario  I) 


ESTIIUTCD 
BENEFITS 
IDEA  (199C  t) 
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cost 

(1990  S) 


CATECORT 

2 

ESTIMATED 
■ENEFIIS  lAHSe 
(1990  5) 
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3 

ESTIKAIED 
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(1990  ») 


ESTINAIEO 
BENEFITS 
(1990  S> 


796  Ulfvxb#90 

'' 

688  yv^ttesidc 

626  176 

715  514 

682  McMenry 

hA 

203751 

227  820 

673  Atcitndvr 

236 

78  304 

88  722 

212*073 

242*253 

536 

171  516 

201  504 

464  522 

510.627 

62^  O^**" 

759 

232  444 

285  338 

629!53S 

719] 121 

J 

606  Kjnkftkctf 

679 

202  850 

255  263 

549  186 

627, 567 

s 

605  DuPa94 

337 

100,442 

126, 692 

272^011 

110 [741 

9 

60S  Rock  Islsi^ 

423 

126.045 

159,023 

141.167 

189.946 

10 

581  K«n« 

524 

149^994 

196^992 

406.214 

464.045 

1 1 

558  Cook 

958 

263[512 

360. 150 

711.678 

815.240 

12 

557  Stepheniofi 

564 

154,792 

212.030 

419.228 

478.887 

IJ 

542  C«rrot  t 

444 

118,592 

166,917 

321.187 

366,895 

14 

539  wi(( 

844 

224,238 

517,293 

607.111 

693,736 

15 

522  Honro* 

388 

99,913 

145,865 

270.598 

309, 106 

16 

518  Union 

414 

105,606 

155,639 

286.017 

326,719 

U 

513  Mercer 

559 

141,338 

210,150 

382.789 

437.263 

18 

510  Pulaski 

203 

51.058 

76,316 

138.281 

157.962 

19 

502  PutnM 

160 

39,622 

60,150 

107.311 

122.582 

20 

481  Henry 

824 

195,262 

309.774 

528.836 

604.091 

21 

478  Ford 

486 

114,503 

182.707 

310.113 

354.245 

22 

477  JoOavtest 

603 

141,712 

226.692 

583.804 

458,422 

25 

475  lee 

725 

169,698 

272.556 

459,598 

525,002 

24 

473  TateMCll 

650 

151.656 

244,361 

410,734 

469.185 

25 

451  Bureau 

869 

191,110 

326,692 

521,007 

597,415 

26 

450  lake 

454 

100.761 

170,677 

272.894 

111,729 

2? 

424  Boone 

282 

29 

415  Callat In 

325 

66.434 

122.180 

179,926 

205,511 

29 

409  Johnson 

346 

69.787 

130.075 

189,007 

215.904 

SO 

406  Crmay 

423 

84.667 

159,023 

229,108 

261 .940 

}l 

379  Lo^an 

619 

121 .809 

232,707 

329,899 

376.846 

32 

597  Pike 

830 

162i311 

312,010 

4 39 [593 

502! 151 

33 

587  ChanvaiQn 

998 

190.452 

175, 188 

515,808 

589^212 

34 

585  Masaac 

241 

45  .  790 

90.602 

124]oi5 

141 ,664 

J5 

38S  Nardin 

181 

34.303 

68.045 

92,901 

106, 124 

36 

380  Henderson 

373 

69^854 

140^226 

189, 187 

216] 110 

17 

574  laSaUe 

1139 

21o]oi7 

428, 195 

568,  795 

449,  739 

18 

571  Scott 

251 

45,846 

94] 361 

124  J65 

141 ]835 

39 

361  Kendall 

322 

57,287 

121 ,051 

155, 151 

177,232 

40 

357  Fayette 

709 

124,772 

266,541 

137.924 

586,011 

41 

351  Can 

374 

64, 747 

140,602 

175,355 

200,110 

42 

359  Iroquolt 

1118 

186^995 

42o]30l 

506i446 

578]517 

41 

353  Pooe 

374 

61 ,475 

140.602 

166,494 

190, 187 

44 

552  Dewitt 

597 

64 ,918 

149,248 

175] 821 

200^842 

4f 

528  Jersey 

373 

60,321 

140,226 

163,570 

186,618 

46 

522  laurerKe 

374 

59,397 

140,602 

160,867 

183  ,  759 

47 

514  1 ivinqston 

1046 

161,708 

393,231 

457,959 

500.283 

48 

289  Jackson 

590 

83,915 

221,805 

227,271 

259,614 

49 

288  De(alb 

634 

90,030 

238,346 

243[831 

2781530 

50 

287  Marshall 

588 

54,879 

145,865 

148,611 

169,782 

51 

283  Piatt 

4  59 

61,136 

165,038 

165.577 

189,140 

52 

277  landolph 

583 

79,523 

219,173 

215,176 

246,025 

55 

275  St.  Clair 

672 

91,004 

252.632 

246,469 

281,544 

54 

269  Greene 

543 

71,947 

204,135 

194,858 

222.587 

55 

265  Whi te 

497 

64,331 

186,842 

174,230 

199,025 

56 

262  MontfloiTiery 

705 

91 , 171 

265,038 

246,922 

282.061 

57 

262  Macon 

581 

75  029 

218  421 

203  205 

232  122 

58 

261  Christi an 

710 

91  384 

266  917 

282  719 

59 

J?g 

lawis 

60 

257  Stark 

?M 

255  Mad  1  son 

728 

91  72 
'  *: 

273.684 

247,737 

282.992 

ft? 

252  u  i 1 1  1 afflson 

427 

5  2 , 989 

160,526 

143,512 

163.955 

248  Calhoi^ 

250 

50,557 

93,985 

82, 759 

94 .536 

64 

241  Uarren 

543 

64,627 

204, 115 

175,033 

199,941 

65 

258  Crawford 

446 

52,320 

167,669 

141, 699 

161  ,864 

66 

256  CI  inton 

472 

54,900 

177.444 

148,687 

169,846 

67 

227  Uashir^ton 

563 

65  112 

211  654 

1 70,928 

195,252 

68 

225  Marion 

573 

63  561 

215  414 

69 

221  Menard 

315 

54  294 

118  42 1 

^92*880 

106*098 

70 

215  Peoria 

621 

65*953 

255.459 

178  622 

204  04 1 

71 

211  Hancock 

796 

92.906 

299, 248 

224  538 

256  491 

72 

205  Mclean 

1 185 

1 19!532 

445,489 

323,732 

569  802 

n 

195  Ad«iw 

352 

81 .801 

520  501 

221  545 

253  073 

74 

199  UaDash 

224 

20  ]  866 

&4i211 

56*512 

64.554 

75 

183  Veriai  1  ion 

900 

81.322 

3 38 [346 

220.246 

251 .589 

76 

179  Clay 

469 

41,481 

176,316 

112.144 

128^331 

77 

172  Knoa 

720 

61.083 

270,677 

165.412 

188.974 

78 

166  Perry 

44J 

56,150 

166,541 

97.907 

1 1 1 .840 

79 

164  Franklin 

414 

35,555 

155,639 

90.879 

103,812 

80 

162  Moultrie 

325 

25.983 

122.180 

70.170 

8o[}85 

81 

159  Ed9ar 

623 

48.714 

234,211 

131.934 

150, 709 

82 

155  Clark 

506 

58,660 

190,226 

104.705 

119^605 

83 

155  Saline 

38S 

29,355 

144  ,  737 

79,502 

90.816 

84 

148  JeOerson 

570 

41.496 

214.286 

112,386 

128.179 

85 

142  Wayne 

715 

50,054 

268,797 

135,563 

154.855 

tA 

141  Broun 

306 

21,300 

115.038 

57.686 

65.896 

87 

158  Jasper 

496 

33,787 

186.466 

91,505 

104.527 

88 

157  0ou9las 

417 

28.253 

156.767 

76.519 

87,408 

89 

136  Fulton 

871 

58.579 

327.444 

158.651 

181 ,230 

90 

156  Coles 

509 

34,065 

191,353 

92,259 

105,  388 

91 

155  Sanqamon 

866 

56,574 

525,564 

151,222 

175,027 

92 

152  Schuyler 

454 

28,470 

163,910 

77,107 

88,080 

93 

119  Morgan 

56S 

33,263 

213,534 

90,086 

102,906 

94 

111  Bichlard 

360 

15,728 

155,338 

51,410 

61,014 

95 

1  10  EH  in^hM 

4  78 

25,994 

179,699 

70.401 

80,419 

96 

109  Shelby 

74  7 

40,008 

280.827 

108,154 

121.774 

97 

109  CLiTtierland 

346 

18,514 

130,075 

50,142 

57.278 

98 

83  Mc0orvxj9h 

590 

24,128 

221,805 

65,148 

74.647 

99 

82  Edwards 

223 

9,978 

81.815 

24,115 

27.775 

100 

67  MacoL«in 

865 

28.523 

325.188 

77,250 

88,241 

101 

61  tom 

377 

11.313 

141.729 

30.619 

34,999 

102 

18  Hanilton 

456 

3,961 

163.910 

10.711 

12,260 

1,553.895 
1.368,951 
526.105 
1.152.171 
1,561,712 
1,542,899 
674.847 
846.851 
1.007.771 
1,770,471 
1.040.007 
796,791 
1,504,599 
671,291 
709,542 
949.412 
541,048 
266,211 
1.311.919 
769.319 
952.129 
1.140.156 
1.018.937 
1.297,461 
676,988 

446,355 
468.881 
568.840 
818.401 

1.090.510 

1.279,601 
107,651 
210.472 
469.129 

1,411,049 
508,025 
384 , 898 
838.312 
435.014 

1,256.175 
411.012 
436,171 
405,282 
399,074 

1,086,474 
563.807 
604,888 
348.719 
410.759 
534.297 
411.414 
483,197 
432.225 
612,556 
504,104 
613.985 
455.505 
245.095 
614.579 
356.020 
205.305 
454,216 
551,523 
568.858 

424.032 
427.047 
250.414 
443.119 
557,024 
803,105 
549,602 
140. 194 
546.380 
278.698 
410.199 
242.885 
225,450 
174,571 
327,298 
259.748 
197.227 
278.801 
336,301 
143,107 
227,003 
189,824 
393,581 
228,874 
580.108 
191.284 
223.483 
152.548 
174.648 
268.802 
124,391 
162,112 
60.120 
191,619 
76,008 
26,625 


2,418.049 
2.147,877 
825.455 
1,808.042 
2,450.145 
2.118.178 
1.058,829 
1,128.705 
1,581.189 
2.777.855 
1.631,763 
1,250.159 
2.363,843 
1.053.250 
1.111,266 
1,489.934 
538,240 
417,684 
2.058.191 
1,207.056 
1.491.884 
1.788,894 
1,598,704 
2.015.706 
1,042.189 

700.128 
735,474 
892.514 

1.284.048 

1,711.012 

2.007.684 
482,705 
361,608 
716.174 

2.211,924 
481.289 
601.902 

1.315.505 
682.517 

1.971.241 
648.044 
684.149 
615.885 
626, 141 

1.704.470 
884,409 
949,045 
578,517 
444.477 
838.308 
959.335 
758.4  44 
678.158 
941.095 
790.935 
943.337 
714,684 
384,552 
944,270 
558,592 
522,122 
481,281 
551,537 
578,734 

665,301 
670,014 
561.518 
695,251 
871,970 
1,260,064 
842,122 
219,941 
857.244 
417.274 
441.913 
181.085 
351.729 
271,901 
511,528 
407,541 
309.447 
437.440 
527.454 
224.531 
554.144 
297.815 
417.524 
159,101 
594,187 
300,124 
350,442 
207,944 
274.022 
421.748 
195.148 
254.151 
94,442 
500,481 
119.254 
4 1 . 774 


1,274,020 
2.884,352 
1,108.492 
2.428.019 
3,290,531 
2,871.594 
1,421.884 
1.784.299 
2.121.155 
1.710.141 
2.191.271 
1.678.821 
3,174,370 
1,414,394 
1,494,989 
2.000.810 
722.795 
560.905 
2,764,181 
1.620.938 
2.004,115 
2.402.282 
2,146,877 
2,733,720 
1,426,398 

940,460 
987.926 
1.198.574 
1.724.354 
2.297.720 
2,496.090 
448.218 
485.598 
988.864 
2.973.048 
449.002 
910.971 
1.766,303 
916,569 
2.647,153 
870,249 
919.003 
853,920 
840,839 
2,289. 176 
1,187,929 
1,274,485 
776,882 
865,459 
1,125,752 
1,288,277 
1,018,504 
910,688 
1.290.641 
1.062.135 
1.293.651 
959,  n9 
516.409 
1.294.904 
750,126 
432,572 
914.882 
740.652 
777,176 

891,425 
899,779 
485.478 
933.642 
1.171.641 
1.492.124 
1.158.000 
295.385 
1.151.210 
587.211 
844,701 
511,754 
475.018 
367.821 
689,609 
547.284 
415,552 
587,432 
708,579 
301,523 
478,291 
599.958 
829.244 
482.232 
800.879 
403.031 
470  .  871 
279.275 
347,980 
564,360 
262,089 
341,544 
127.093 
403.780 
140.147 
54.098 


7,593.404 
6,689.810 
2.570.981 
5,611,411 
7,611,904 
5,640.244 
3,297.855 
4,118,418 
4,924,809 
8,651,976 
5,082,350 
3,893,777 
7,362,481 
1,280,477 
3.467,407 
4,640,585 
1,676,417 
1,300,934 
4,411,114 
3,759,524 
4.652,887 
5,571,739 
4,979,361 
6.340,460 
3.308.319 

2,181.259 
2.291,349 
2.779,915 
3.999,189 
5.129.224 
6.251.181 
1.501.444 
1,124,273 
2,291,529 
4,895,547 
1,505,265 
1,880.927 
4,096,680 
2.125.848 
6. 139,681 
2,018,414 
2,111,491 
1,980,542 
1,950,202 
5,309,405 
2  .  755  ,  2  2  5 
2,955,980 
1,801,844 
2,007,305 
2,611,015 
2.987,948 
2,562,274 
2,112,207 
2,993,451 
2,463,465 
3,000,434 
2,225,974 
1,197.735 
3,001,138 
1.739.806 
1.003.288 
2.121.954 
1.717.832 
1,802,545 

2.072.168 
2. 084. 904 
1.125,991 
2, 145,444 
2.722,087 
3  924,431 
2,485,809 

485,103 
2.470.042 
1.541.950 
2,005.547 
1. 184.918 
1.101.734 

851.104 
1.599,444 
1,249,141 

941. an 

1.142.442 
1.641.445 
699.137 
1,109,125 
927,444 
1,921.140 
1,118,445 
1.857,521 
914 , 772 
1,092,120 
647.734 
851.474 
1.311.588 
607.874 
792.211 
294 . 774 
916.507 
371,437 
150,112 


18.985.695  »20,921,429  $24,114,259  S27. 799.495  140.172.642  t94.724.207  »127, 201. 752  $295,010,115 


Table  7:    Projected  B/C  ratios  by  county 
(Scenario  1  -  Lower  Cost  Base) 


CATECMT      CATECOIT        CATECOKT  CATEGOIT 


COUXTT 

I 

2 

BANCE 

3 

RAMCE 

4 

■AflGE 

utnn«t>«90 

uMceside 

0.9 

2. 

.4 

2.8 

6.1 

9.5 

12.8 

29.6 

McHenry 

0.9 

2. 

.4 

2.8 

6.0 

9.4 

12.7 

29.4 

Atciandcr 

0.9 

2. 

.4 

2.7 

5.9 

9.3 

12.5 

29.0 

Mtson 

0.9 

2. 

3 

2.6 

5.7 

9.0 

12.0 

27.9 

O.t 

2. 

,2 

2.5 

5.5 

8.6 

11.5 

26.7 

KanK«kc« 

o.s 

2. 

z 

2.5 

5. J 

8.4 

11.2 

26.1 

0.8 

2. 

,1 

2.S 

S.J 

8.4 

11.2 

26.0 

Dock  Itlind 

O.S 

2. 

I 

2.5 

5.3 

8.4 

11.2 

26.0 

o.a 

2. 

,1 

2.4 

5.1 

8.0 

10.8 

25.0 

Cook 

0.7 

2. 

,0 

2.1 

..9 

7.7 

10.4 

24.0 

Stepf^enion 

0.7 

2. 

.0 

2.3 

4.9 

7.7 

10. J 

24.0 

C«rrol I 

0.7 

1 . 

.9 

2.2 

4.8 

7.5 

10.1 

23.3 

Will 

0.7 

1 . 

.9 

2.2 

4.7 

7.5 

10.0 

23.2 

Monroe 

0.7 

1 . 

.9 

2. 1 

4.6 

7.2 

9.7 

22.5 

Union 

0.7 

1 , 

>t 

2. 1 

4.6 

7.2 

9.6 

22.3 

Nercer 

0.7 

1 . 

t 

2.1 

4.5 

7.1 

9.5 

22.1 

Pulaski 

0.7 

1 . 

a 

2.1 

4.5 

7. 1 

9.5 

22.0 

Putnan 

0.7 

1 . 

s 

2.0 

4.4 

6.9 

9.3 

21.6 

Henry 

0.6 

1 . 

7 

2.0 

4.2 

6.6 

8.9 

20.7 

ford 

O.i 

1 . 

7 

1.9 

4.2 

6.6 

8.9 

20.6 

JoOavtcsi 

0.6 

1 . 

7 

1 .9 

4.2 

6.6 

8.8 

20.5 

Lee 

0.6 

1 . 

7 

1 .9 

4.2 

6.6 

8.8 

20.4 

T  aiewcl 1 

0.6 

1 . 

7 

1.9 

4.2 

6.5 

8.8 

20.4 

Bureau 

0.6 

1 . 

6 

1.8 

4.0 

6.2 

8.4 

19.4 

Lake 

0.6 

1 . 

6 

1.8 

4.0 

6.2 

8.4 

19.4 

Boone 

Call  at  in 

0.5 

1 . 

5 

1.7 

3.7 

5.7 

7.7 

17.9 

Jofinson 

O.S 

1 . 

,5 

1.7 

3.6 

5.7 

7.6 

17.6 

CrttflOy 

O.S 

1 . 

4 

1.6 

3.6 

5.6 

7.5 

17.5 

L  oqan 

0.5 

1 . 

.4 

1.6 

3.5 

5.5 

7.4 

17.2 

Pike 

O.S 

1 . 

4 

1.6 

1.5 

5.5 

7.4 

17.1 

ChaHVAaign 

O.S 

1 . 

.4 

1 .6 

3.4 

5.4 

7.2 

16.7 

Massac 

O.S 

1 . 

.4 

1 .6 

3.4 

S.J 

7.2 

16.6 

Hardin 

0.5 

1 . 

,4 

1 .6 

3.4 

5. J 

7.1 

16.6 

Henderson 

0.5 

1 . 

.3 

1.5 

3.3 

S.J 

7.1 

16.4 

LaSal le 

0.5 

1 , 

3 

1.5 

3.S 

5.2 

6.9 

16.1 

Scoic 

0.5 

1 . 

3 

1.5 

3.3 

5.1 

6.9 

16.0 

<endal  t 

0.5 

1 . 

5 

1.5 

3.2 

5.0 

6.7 

15.5 

'avette 

0.5 

1 . 

3 

1.4 

3.1 

4.9 

6.6 

15.4 

Cass 

0.5 

1 . 

2 

1.4 

3.1 

4.9 

6.5 

15.1 

1 roquoia 

o.« 

1 , 

2 

1.4 

3.0 

4.7 

6.3 

14.6 

Pope 

0.4 

1 , 

2 

1.4 

2.9 

4.6 

6.2 

14.4 

Oewitt 

0.4 

1 . 

.2 

1.3 

2.9 

4.6 

6.2 

14.3 

Jersey 

0.4 

t , 

.2 

1.3 

2.9 

4.5 

6.1 

14.1 

Lawrence 

0.4 

1 . 

,  1 

1.3 

2.8 

4.5 

6.0 

13.9 

L  tvin^ston 

0.4 

1. 

,  1 

1.3 

2.8 

4.3 

5.8 

13.5 

Jackson 

0.4 

1 . 

,0 

1.2 

2.5 

4.0 

5.4 

12.4 

Dekalb 

0.4 

1. 

.0 

1.2 

2.5 

4.0 

5.3 

12.4 

Marsfial  I 

0.4 

1 . 

.0 

1.2 

2.5 

4.0 

5.3 

12.4 

P'ati 

0.4 

1 , 

.0 

1 . 1 

2.5 

3.9 

5.2 

12.2 

H  andol  pn 

0.4 

1 , 

.0 

1 . 1 

2.4 

3.8 

5.1 

11.9 

St.  Clair 

0 . 4 

1 , 

.0 

1 . 1 

2.4 

3.8 

5. 1 

11.8 

"l' 

.0 

1 . 1 

2.4 

3.7 

5.0 

1 1 .6 

ft'i 

0 . 

1 . 1 

2.3 

J. 6 

4.9 

11.3 

Moni  9onery 

0 .  i 

0. 

.9 

1 . 1 

2.3 

3.6 

4.9 

11.3 

Macon 

0.3 

0 . 

.9 

1 . 1 

2.3 

3.6 

4.9 

11. J 

Chr 1 s 1 1  an 

0.5 

0 

.9 

1 . 1 

2.3 

J. 6 

4.8 

11.2 

uoodf ord 

0.3 

0. 

.9 

1 . 1 

2.3 

3.6 

4.8 

11.2 

Stark 

0.3 

0. 

.9 

1 .0 

2.3 

3.6 

4.8 

11.1 

Madison 

0 . 3 

0, 

.9 

1.0 

2.2 

3.5 

4.7 

11.0 

Calh^!^°" 

0.3 

0. 

.9 

1 .0 

2.2 

3.5 

4 . 7 

10.8 

0 . 3 

Q 

9 

1  0 

2  2 

uarren 

0.3 

0 

9 

1.0 

2.1 

3.3 

4.5 

10.4 

Crawford 

0.3 

0 

8 

1.0 

2.1 

3.3 

4.4 

10.2 

CI  inton 

0.3 

0 

.8 

1.0 

2. 1 

3  3 

4  .4 

10.2 

wasn 1 nqton 

0.3 

0 

.8 

0.9 

2.0 

3 . 1 

4.2 

9.8 

Marion 

0.3 

0 

.8 

0.9 

2.0 

3 . 1 

4  2 

9.7 

Menard 

0.3 

0 

.8 

0.9 

1 .9 

3 . 1 

4.1 

9.5 

Peoria 

0.3 

0 

.8 

0.9 

1.9 

3.0 

4.0 

9.3 

Hancock 

0.3 

0 

.8 

0.9 

1.9 

2.9 

3.9 

9.1 

Mclean 

0.3 

0 

.7 

0.8 

1.8 

2.8 

3.8 

8.8 

Adam 

0.3 

0 

.7 

0.8 

1.7 

2.7 

3.6 

a. 4 

Wabash 

0.2 

0 

.7 

0.8 

1.7 

2.6 

3.5 

8.1 

venal  I  Ion 

0.2 

0 

.7 

0.7 

1.6 

2.5 

3.4 

7.9 

Clay 

0.2 

0 

.6 

0.7 

1.6 

2.5 

3.3 

7.7 

KnoK 

0.2 

0, 

.6 

0.7 

1.5 

2.4 

3.2 

7.4 

Perry 

0.2 

0. 

.6 

0.7 

1.5 

2.3 

3.1 

7.1 

f rankt  in 

0.2 

0 

.6 

0.7 

1.4 

2. J 

3.1 

7.1 

Moultrie 

0.2 

0 

.6 

0.7 

1.4 

2.2 

3.0 

7.0 

Edgar 

0.2 

0. 

.6 

0.6 

1.4 

2.2 

2.9 

6.8 

Clark 

0.2 

0 

.6 

0.6 

1 .4 

2.1 

2.9 

6.7 

sal  ine 

0.2 

0 

.5 

0.6 

1 .4 

2.1 

2.9 

6.7 

Je  f  f arson 

0.2 

0. 

.5 

0.6 

1.3 

2.0 

2.7 

6.4 

Wayne 

0.2 

0. 

.5 

0.6 

1.3 

2.0 

2.6 

6.1 

Brown 

0.2 

0 

.5 

0.6 

1.2 

2.0 

2.6 

6.1 

Jasper 

0.2 

0 

.5 

0.6 

1.2 

1 .9 

2.6 

5.9 

Oouqlas 

0.2 

0 

.5 

0.6 

1.2 

1.9 

2.6 

5.9 

f ul ton 

0.2 

0 

.5 

0.6 

1.2 

1.9 

2.5 

5.9 

Coles 

0.2 

0 

.5 

0.6 

1.2 

1.9 

2.5 

5. a 

Sanqaifion 

0.2 

0 

.5 

0.5 

1.2 

1.8 

2.5 

5.7 

Schuyler 

0.2 

0 

.5 

0.5 

1.2 

1.8 

2.5 

5.7 

Morgan 

0.2 

0 

.4 

0.5 

1.0 

1.6 

2.2 

5.1 

Richland 

0.1 

0 

.4 

0.5 

1.0 

1.5 

2.1 

4.8 

0. 1 

0 

.4 

0.4 

1.0 

1.5 

2.0 

4.7 

Shelby 

0.1 

0 

.4 

0.4 

1.0 

1.5 

2.0 

4.7 

CuiOcrland 

0.1 

0 

.4 

0.4 

1.0 

1.5 

2.3 

4  7 

McOortough 

0. 1 

0 

.3 

0.5 

0.7 

1.1 

1.5 

3.6 

Edwards 

0. 1 

0 

.3 

0.3 

0.7 

1 . 1 

1.5 

J. 5 

Macoupin 

0.1 

0 

.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1.2 

2.9 

Bond 

0.1 

0 

.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.8 

1.1 

2.6 

Hami I  ton 

0.0 

0 

.  1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.3 

0.8 

SIAII  B/C 

0.4 

I 

.2 

1.3 

2.9 

4.5 

6.1 

14.1 

DAIIO 

42 

Table  8:    Projected  B/C  ratios  by  county 

(Scenario  I  -  Higher  Cost  Base) 


CATECORT        CATEGOIT       CATEGOIT  CATECmT 
COUNIT  1  2  BAIICE         3  BAHGC         4  BAIICE 


W 1 nncDA90 

Uh  i t  ct  td€ 

0  3 

0  9 

1 . 1 

2.3 

3.6 

4 .8 

11.2 

McHtory 

0.3 

0.9 

1.1 

2.S 

3.6 

4.8 

11.2 

0.3 

0.9 

1 .0 

2.3 

J. 5 

4 . 7 

11.0 

0.3 

0.9 

1 .0 

2.2 

3.4 

4.6 

10.6 

0.3 

0.6 

1 .0 

2.1 

3.3 

4.4 

10.2 

r     k  k 

0.3 

0.8 

0.9 

2.0 

3.2 

4.3 

9.9 

DuPage** 

0.3 

0.8 

0.9 

2.0 

3.2 

4.  J 

9.9 

Kock  Itlsnd 

0.3 

0.8 

0.9 

2.0 

3.2 

4. J 

9.9 

0.3 

0.8 

0.9 

1.9 

3.0 

4.1 

9.5 

Cook 

0.3 

0.8 

0.9 

1.9 

2.9 

J.S 

9.1 

0.3 

0.8 

0.9 

1.9 

2.9 

J. 9 

9.1 

Cjrrol I 

0.3 

0.7 

0.8 

1.8 

2.8 

3.8 

8.9 

Ul  tt 

0.3 

0.7 

0.8 

1.8 

2.S 

3.8 

a. 8 

Nonrov 

0.3 

0.7 

0.8 

1.7 

2.7 

3.7 

8.5 

Union 

0.3 

0.7 

0.8 

1.7 

2.7 

3.6 

8.5 

Mercer 

0.3 

0.7 

0.8 

1.7 

2.7 

3.6 

8.4 

Pulaski 

0.3 

0.7 

0.8 

1.7 

2.7 

3.6 

a. J 

Putnam 

0.3 

0.7 

O.S 

1.7 

2.6 

3.5 

8.2 

Henry 

0.2 

0.6 

0.7 

1.6 

2.5 

J. 4 

7.9 

Ford 

0.2 

0.6 

0.7 

1.6 

2.5 

J. 4 

7.8 

JoOavlest 

0.2 

0.6 

0.7 

1.6 

2.5 

J. 4 

7.8 

Let 

0.2 

0.6 

0.7 

1.6 

2.5 

J.J 

7.8 

Tax ewe t I 

0.2 

0.6 

0.7 

1.6 

2.5 

J.J 

7.7 

Bureau 

0.2 

0.6 

0.7 

1.5 

2.4 

J. 2 

7.4 

Lake 

0.2 

0.6 

0.7 

1.S 

2.4 

J. 2 

7.4 

GaUattn 

0.2 

0.6 

0.6 

1.4 

2.2 

2.9 

6.8 

Johnson 

0.2 

0.6 

0.6 

1.4 

2.1 

2.9 

6.7 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1.4 

2.1 

2.9 

6.6 

lofl»n^ 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

I.J 

2.1 

2.S 

6.5 

PUc 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

I.J 

2.1 

2.8 

6.5 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1.3 

2.0 

2.7 

6.3 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1.3 

2.0 

2.7 

6.3 

Hard'n 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1.3 

2.0 

2.7 

6.  J 

iienoersoo 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1 .3 

2.0 

2.7 

6.2 

La$al I a 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1 .3 

2.0 

2.6 

6.1 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1 .2 

1 .9 

2.6 

6.1 

KcrKial  1 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1.2 

1 .9 

2.5 

5!9 

0.2 

0.5 

0.5 

1.2 

1.9 

2.5 

5.8 

Caia 

0.2 

0.5 

0.5 

1.2 

1 .8 

2.5 

5.7 

0.2 

0.5 

0.5 

1 . 1 

1 .8 

2.4 

5.5 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.1 

1 .8 

2.4 

5.5 

0«wi  tt 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.1 

1.7 

2. J 

5.4 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.1 

1.7 

2. J 

5.4 

lawrence 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.1 

1.7 

2. J 

5. J 

L  t  vlrtQiton 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.0 

1.6 

2.2 

5.1 

Jackson 

0.  i 

0.4 

0.4 

1.0 

1.5 

2.0 

4.7 

OcKalb 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

1.0 

1.5 

2.0 

4.7 

Marshal  I 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

1.0 

1.5 

2.0 

4.7 

PU(I 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.5 

2.0 

4.6 

Rendotph 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.5 

2.0 

4.5 

SI.  Clair 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

1.9 

4.5 

Greene 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

1.9 

4.4 

White 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

1.9 

4. J 

Hontgomery 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

1.8 

4. J 

Macon 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

1.8 

4.3 

Christian 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

1.8 

4.3 

uoodford 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

1.8 

4.3 

Stark 

0.1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.9 

1.3 

1.8 

4.2 

Madison 

0.1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.9 

1.3 

1.8 

4.2 

wi 1 1 iafflson 

0.1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.8 

I.J 

1.8 

4.1 

Catho«^ 

0.1 

O.J 

0.4 

O.S 

I.J 

1.7 

4.1 

Warrfen 

0.1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.8 

1.3 

1.7 

3.9 

Crawford 

0.1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.8 

1.2 

1.7 

5.9 

CI tnton 

0.1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.8 

1.2 

1.7 

3.9 

Washington 

0.1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.8 

1.2 

1.6 

3.7 

Marion 

0.1 

0.3 

0.3 

0.8 

1.2 

1.6 

3.7 

Menard 

0.1 

0.3 

O.J 

0.7 

1.2 

1.6 

3.6 

ft 

1 . 1 

1 .5 

3.5 

n  1 

n  X 

n  1 

ft  » 

1 . 1 

1 .5 

3.5 

0 

_■ . 

fl'\ 

ft  X 
0^ 

ft  7 

1 . 1 

1 . 4 

3.3 

•iama" 

n'\ 

ft  T 

1 .0 

1 .4 

3.2 

Wabash 

o'  1 

03 

0.3 

0.6 

1 .0 

1  .J 

J.I 

Veraii  t  Ion 

0 . 1 

0 . 2 

0  J 

1  .J 

J.O 

Clay 

0. 1 

0.2 

0 . 3 

o't 

0*9 

Knox 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1 . 2 

2.S 

Perry 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1.2 

2.7 

Franklin 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1 .2 

2.7 

Moultrie 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.9 

1 . 1 

2.7 

Edgar 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

O.S 

^  ^ 

2.6 

Ctark 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.8 

1 . 1 

2.5 

Saline 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.8 

1 . 1 

2.5 

Jefferson 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

O.S 

1.0 

2.4 

Wayne 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.7 

1  0 

2  3 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0  7 

Jasper 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0. 7 

1  0 

Douglas 

0,1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.7 

10 

2  2 

Ful ton 

0,1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.7 

1.0 

2.2 

Colts 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.7 

1.0 

2.2 

Sang  anon 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.7 

0.9 

2.2 

Schuyler 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.7 

0.9 

2.2 

Morgan 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

O.S 

1 .9 

Kichtand 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

i!s 

E  f  f 1 nghaa 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

1.8 

Sheltjy 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

1 .8 

CuiCicrtand 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

1 .8 

McOonough 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.6 

1.4 

Edwards 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.6 

I.J 

Macoupin 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.1 

Bond 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.4 

1.0 

Haai  Iton 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.3 

STATE  B/C 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.1 

1.7 

2. J 

5.4 

RATIO 

4J 

Table  9:    Projected  benefits  and  cost  of  geologic  mapping  program  for  Illinois 
(Scenario  11) 


C«TEC(MT  I 
ESriMAIED 
SEHEMTS 


ESTIIUIEO 
COST 


SCME  COUNTY 

AREA 

( 1990  t) 

71*6  U 1  nncb*90 

516 

688  Wh  i  tes  id« 

682 

115.639 

682  McHefiry 

606 

101 , 876 

673  Alexander 

236 

39, 152 

5 

536 

85  ,  758 

621  O9 I c 

759 

1 16,222 

CKJO  KtnKAkVf 

679 

101,425 

60S  0uP*9e 

337 

50,221 

60S  Rock  Island 

423 

63.022 

10 

581  K«ne 

524 

74,997 

1 1 

558  Cook 

958 

131,756 

12 

5S7  Stephemon 

in 

77,396 

13 

542  CarroU 

444 

59.296 

539  Wl 1 1 

844 

1 12, 1 19 

15 

522  Honro* 

388 

49.957 

16 

516  Union 

414 

52.803 

515  M«rcer 

559 

70.669 

18 

510  Pulaski 

203 

25.529 

lo 

502  Putnan 

160 

19,811 

481  Henry 

824 

97.631 

2] 

4  78  Ford 

486 

57.252 

22 

477  JoOavicsB 

603 

70.856 

23 

47S  l«« 

I^n 

84 . 849 

24 

L  7\     I  m  *  AuiK  1  I 

* ' J    f  ml rwv 1  I 

75.828 

25 

451  Bureau 

869 

96. 555 

26 

454 

50,380 

27 

4?4  8oon« 

282 

20 

415  Cat  latin 

325 

33,217 

29 

409  Johnson 

346 

34,894 

30 

406  Grundy 

423 

42,334 

31 

399  Lo^an 

619 

60,904 

32 

397  PUe 

830 

81, 156 

33 

387  Champaion 

998 

95 , 226 

34 

385  Massac 

241 

22, 89i 

3S 

385  Mardin 

181 

17.151 

36 

380  Mend«rton 

373 

34.927 

37 

374  lasal It 

11 39 

105,008 

38 

371  Scott 

251 

22.923 

39 

361  Kendall 

322 

28,644 

t? 

357  Fayettt 

709 

62,386 

351  Cass 

374 

32,373 

339  Iroquoia 

1118 

93,498 

333  Pop« 

374 

30  ,  73  7 

44 

332  DcWttt 

397 

32,459 

45 

328  Jersey 

373 

30, 161 

322  Lawrence 

374 

29,699 

47 

314  Li vin9ston 

1046 

80,854 

43 

289  Jackson 

590 

41,958 

49 

COO  uenaiD 

634 

45.015 

287  Marshal  1 

388 

27.440 

439 

30.568 

27/  Randolph 

583 

39.762 

275  St .  Clair 

672 

45.502 

269  Greene 

543 

35,974 

\a 

263  Wh 1 te 

497 

32.166 

262  Montgomery 

705 

45,586 

57 

262  Macon 

581 

37.515 

>A 

261  Christian 

710 

45.692 

261  Woodford 

527 

33.898 

Art 

257  Stark 

288 

18,240 

61 

255  Mad 1  son 

728 

45. 736 

62 

c  jc  Willi  anBon 

427 

26,495 

63 

248  Calhotx) 

250 

64 

241  Warren 

543 

6S 

238  Crawford 

M  l  An 

66 

236  CI Inton 

4  72 

67 

227  Wash  1 n^ton 

563 

31  556 

6A 

22S  Marion 

5  73 

3 1 , 780 

69 

221  Menard 

315 

1  7. 147 

215  Peoria 

621 

32.976 

71 

211  Hancock 

796 

41 ,453 

'2 

205  McLean 

1185 

59.766 

73 

19S  Ad«na 

852 

40,901 

74 

1S9  Wabash 

224 

10,433 

75 

163  VermUon 

900 

40,661 

76 

179  Clay 

469 

20.740 

77 

172  Kno» 

720 

30.541 

7fl 

166  Perry 

44) 

18.075 

79 

164  Franklin 

414 

16.778 

ftO 

162  MouUrta 

325 

12.991 

81 

159  Edgar 

623 

24.357 

82 

1S5  Clark 

506 

19.330 

155  Sal tna 

385 

14,677 

84 

148  Jef  f arson 

570 

20.748 

8S 

141  a**^ 

715 

25.027 

86 

iia  . 

306 

10.650 

87 

1 30  Jasper 

496 

16.893 

88 

I J '  ooug I  as 

4 1 7 

14, 127 

89 

1  \A    fill  r An 
1  JO  r Ul I on 

871 

29,290 

90 

•  I'D   \,0  1  Va 

509 

17,032 

91 

1 33  SangsMon 

866 

Zi,2i7 

92 

132  Schuyler 

4  36 

14,235 

93 

110  MnrMBH 

1  1 V  norgan 

568 

16,631 

94 

111     B  i  r  k  1  aau4 

III  K 1 cn I  ana 

360 

9,864 

95 

110  Effin9ftMl 

4  78 

12,997 

96 

109  Shelby 

74  7 

20^004 

97 

109  CLntxrIarvt 

346 

9,?57 

98 

83  Mc0onou9h 

590 

12,064 

99 

S2  Edwardi 

223 

4,489 

100 

67  Macoupin 

865 

14,262 

101 

61  iond 

377 

5,656 

102 

18  HMitton 

436 

1,981 

CATECOIT  2 
ESTIIUIEO 
BENEFITS 


C*TECO(T  3 
ESTIMAIEO 
SEHEflTS  a, 
<1990  t) 


CATECMr  4 
ESTIMATED 

BENEFITS  HANCC 
(1990  S) 


TOTALS 
S/C  lATIO 


193,985 
256,391 
227,820 
88,722 
201,504 
285,338 
255.263 
126.692 
159.023 
196.992 
360.150 
212.030 
166.917 
317.293 
145.865 
155.639 
210.150 
76.316 
60. 150 
309.774 
182.707 
226.692 
272.556 
244.361 
326.692 
170,677 
106,015 
122,180 
130.075 
159. 02J 
232.707 
312.030 
375.188 
90.602 
68.045 
140.226 
428.195 
94.341 
121.053 
266.541 
140.602 
420.301 
140.602 
149.248 
140.226 
140,602 
393,233 
221,805 
238,346 
145,865 
165,038 
219,173 
252,632 
204,135 
186.842 
265.038 
218.421 
266.917 
198.120 
108.271 
273,68* 
160,524 
93,985 
204,135 
167,669 
177,444 
211,654 
215,414 
118,421 
233,459 
299,248 
445,489 
320,301 
84,211 
338,346 
176.316 
270.677 
166.541 
155,639 
122.180 
234.211 
190.224 
144, n7 
214,286 
268,797 
115,038 
186,464 
156,767 
327,444 
191,353 
325,564 
163,910 
213.534 
135.338 
179.699 
280.827 
130,075 
221,805 
83,835 
325,188 
141,729 
165.910 


♦4,492,848  120,921.429  112 
0.2 


313.188 
275.913 
106.037 
232.261 
314.768 
274.693 
136,016 
170.683 
203,117 
354.839 
209.614 
160.594 
303.656 
135.299 
143.009 
191.395 
69.142 
53,655 
264,418 
155,057 
191,902 
229,799 
205 , 367 
261,504 
156,447 

89,963 
94,504 
114,654 
144,949 
219,797 
257,904 
62,008 
46,452 
94.594 
284,398 
62.083 
77.576 
168.962 
87.478 
253.223 
83.247 
97,910 
81.685 
80.433 
218.979 
113.634 
121.915 
74,315 
82,789 
107,688 
123,235 
97,429 
87, 115 
123,461 
101,602 
123,749 
91,807 
49.399 
123.869 
71,754 
41,379 
87,514 
70,850 
74 , 344 
85,464 
86,072 
46,440 
89,311 
1 12.269 
161.866 
110.773 
28.254 
110.125 
56.172 
42.714 
48,954 
45,440 
35,185 
65,967 
52,352 
39,751 
56,193 
67,782 
28,84) 
45,753 
38,259 
79,324 
46,130 
76,611 
38,55} 
45,043 
26,715 
35,200 
54,177 
25,071 
32,674 
12,158 
38,625 
15,319 
5,366 


357.514 
314,945 
121,045 
265,135 
359,319 
313,572 
155,267 
194,842 
231,864 
407,344 
239.282 
183,324 
346,635 
154,449 
163,250 
218,484 
78,928 
61,250 
301,843 
177,005 
219.044 
242,324 
234,434 
298,517 
155.740 

102,494 
107.880 
130.882 
188.294 
250,904 
294,407 
70,784 
53,024 
107,982 
324,451 
70,870 
88,554 
192,877 
100,087 
289,044 
95,029 
100.353 
93.244 
91.818 
249.973 
129.719 
139,171 
34,834 
94,504 
122,930 
140,677 
111,219 
99,445 
140,935 
115,983 
141,264 
104,802 
56,391 
141,401 
81,912 
47,236 
•99.90) 
80,878 
84,864 
97,560 
98.254 
53.013 
101.952 
128.159 
184.776 
126.451 
32.255 
125.710 
6*. 122 
94.424 
55.882 
51.871 
40.165 
75,304 
59,762 
45,377 
64, 144 
77,375 
32.924 
52.228 
43.675 
90.554 
52.659 
87.454 
44.010 
51.418 
30,494 
40.183 
61.845 
28.620 
37.298 
13.878 

44.092 
17.488 
6.126 


777.188 
684.489 
263.134 
576.364 
781,108 
681.661 
337.528 
423.558 
504.04] 
885.510 
520,165 
398,519 
753,535 
335,749 
354,881 
474.953 
171.577 
133.148 
656.  163 
384 . 779 
476,212 
570,255 
509,424 
448,932 
3)8.599 

223,247 
234.514 
284.518 
409.328 
545.4)4 
639,999 
155.874 
115,272 
2)4,7)7 
705,744 
154,040 
192,509 
419,284 
217.574 
628.382 
204,580 
218.153 
202.704 
199.599 
543.404 
281.991 
302,538 
184.417 
205.443 
267.231 
305.812 
241.77) 
216.180 
306.37) 
252.130 
307.088 
227.823 
122.585 
307.385 
178.045 
102.684 
217.175 
175.814 
184,484 
212.082 
213.590 
115.24) 
221.428 
278.599 
401.677 
274.884 
70.119 
2n.27S 
139.392 
205.243 
121.480 
112,740 
87,31) 
16). 700 
129.914 
98.644 
139.445 
168.203 
71.576 
113.537 
94.942 
196.852 
114.472 
190.11) 
95,472 
1 1 1 , 776 
64,294 
87,351 
134,443 
62,215 
81,081 
30,169 
95,849 
38.016 
13,317 


1.219.024 

1,073.9)8 
412,728 
904,031 

1.225,17) 

1,069,189 
529,415 
664,35) 
790,594 

1.388,928 
815,882 
625,080 

1.181.921 
526.625 
556.633 
744.967 
249.120 
208.84) 

1.029,195 
60),  528 
746,942 
894,448 
799,552 

1,017,853 
5)1,094 

350,164 
347,837 
444.264 
642.034 
855,514 

1.003.842 
241.35) 
180,804 
348,187 

1,104,941 
241,445 
301,951 
457,452 
341,269 
985,621 
324,022 
342.  175 
317.942 
313.072 
852.3)5 
442. )05 
4  74.532 
289.259 
322.239 
419,154 
479.447 
379,223 
339,079 
480,548 
395,447 
481,449 
357,342 
192,274 
482.135 
279,294 
141,041 
340,440 
275.769 
289.368 
332.651 
335.017 
180,759 
34  7,624 
434,985 
630,03) 
431,161 
109,982 
428,6)3 
218,6)8 
321,954 
190,543 
174,845 
136.952 
254,764 
203,772 
154,72) 
218,720 
26), 827 
112,267 
178,08) 
148,917 
308,76) 
179.551 
298.19) 
150.062 
175.321 
103.981 
137.011 
210.874 
97.584 
127.174 
47,321 
150.340 
59.628 
20,887 


1.6)4.287 
1.441,539 
554,001 
1,213,474 
1.644,540 
1.435.144 
710.629 
891.755 
1.061.209 
1.864,347 
1,095,152 
839,040 
1.584.484 
704.885 
747.165 
999,964 
361,238 
280,329 
1,381,481 
810,111 
1,002,614 
1,200,611 
1,072.964 
1,364,254 
712,844 

470.021 
493.745 
599.022 
841.797 

1. 148,35) 

1,347,450 
323,944 
242.692 
494.215 

1,485,844 
324,358 
405,304 
882,762 
458,082 

1,322,992 
434,932 
459,298 
426,772 
420,234 

1,144,08) 
59), 702 
636,941 
388,270 
432,539 
562,627 
643.854 
509,028 
455,143 
445,034 
530,833 
646,540 
479,458 
258,091 
647,164 
374,897 
216,191 
457,239 
370,162 
384,414 
444,515 
449,491 
242,632 
464.615 
586.561 
845,689 
578,744 
147,627 
575  ,  351 
293,4  76 
432.160 
255,764 
237,404 
183,829 
344,452 
273,521 
207,644 
293,586 
354,131 
150,695 
239,040 
199,891 
414,450 
241,009 
400,261 
201,427 
235,332 
139,576 
183,909 
283,055 
130,986 
170,708 
63,519 
201,801 
80,038 
28,0)7 


3,794,401 
3.144,915 
1,285.492 
2.815,716 
3,815,953 
3,330,122 
1.648,928 
2,049,209 
2.;42,405 
4,325,988 
2,541.145 
1.946,888 
3,681,241 
1,640,239 
1,733,703 
2,320,292 
838,208 
650,464 
3.205.557 
1.879.763 
2.326.443 
2.785.870 
2,489.682 
1. 170.230 
1.654,160 

1,090,630 
1, 145,675 
1,349.958 
1.999.694 
2,444.612 
3,126.592 
751.723 
563,137 
1,144.744 
3.447.774 
752.632 
940.441 
2.048.140 
1.062,924 
3,049,840 
1,009,207 
1,065,745 
990.271 
975.101 
2.654.703 
1,377,612 
1,477,990 
900,932 
1,003,65) 
1,305,504 
1,493,984 
1,181.137 
1,056,104 
1.496.726 
1.231.732 
1.500.217 
1,112.987 
598.847 
1.501.669 
869.903 
501.644 
1.040,947 
958.914 
901.272 
1.034.084 
1.043.452 
542.997 
1.082.723 
1.361.044 
1.962,316 
1.342.905 
342.551 
1.335.031 
680.975 
1,002,77) 
593,469 
550,847 
424,553 
799,721 
634,472 
481,904 
681,231 
821,722 
349,469 
554,642 
463.822 
961.680 
559,233 
928,761 
467,386 
544,040 
323,864 
426,737 
656,794 
303,938 
396.107 
147.587 
468.254 
185,718 
65,054 
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Table  10:    Projected  B/C  ratios  by  county 
(Scenario  11  -  Lower  Cost  Base) 

CtTE-        OTEGORT        CAIEGODT  CATECOaT 

ccxjHit     ooar  i      2  iahce       3  range       4  hance 


winn«b«90 


wni te&tde 

0.5 

1 .2 

1.4 

J.O 

4.8 

6.4 

14.8 

McHenry 

0.4 

1.2 

1  .4 

J.O 

4.7 

6.3 

14.7 

Aleiand«r 

0.4 

1.2 

1.4 

3.0 

4.7 

6.2 

14.5 

nason 

0.4 

1.2 

1.3 

2.9 

4.S 

6.0 

14.0 

0.4 

1.1 

1.3 

2.7 

4. J 

5.8 

13.4 

lankakit 

0.4 

1.1 

1.2 

2.7 

4.2 

5.6 

13.0 

0.4 

1.1 

1.2 

2.7 

4.2 

5.6 

13.0 

ioct  Itltnd 

0.4 

1.1 

1.2 

2.7 

4.2 

5.6 

13.0 

ttnt 

0.4 

1 .0 

1.2 

2.6 

4.0 

5.4 

12.5 

Cook 

0.4 

1.0 

1.1 

2.5 

J. 9 

5.2 

12.0 

0.4 

1.0 

• .  1 

2.5 

3.8 

5.2 

12.0 

Cirroll 

0.4 

1.0 

•,.1 

2.4 

J. 7 

5.0 

11.7 

Will 

0.4 

1.0 

1.1 

2.4 

J. 7 

5.0 

11.6 

Honro« 

O.J 

0.9 

1.1 

2.3 

J. 6 

4.S 

11.2 

Union 

0.3 

0.9 

1.0 

2.3 

J. 6 

4.8 

11.1 

Hercer 

O.J 

0.9 

1.0 

2.3 

J. 5 

4.8 

11.0 

PuKtkl 

O.J 

0.9 

1.0 

2.2 

J. 5 

4.7 

11.0 

PutnaA 

O.J 

0.9 

1.0 

2.2 

J. 5 

4.7 

10.8 

Henry 

0.3 

0.9 

1.0 

2.1 

J.J 

4.5 

10. J 

Ford 

0.3 

0.8 

1.0 

2.1 

3. J 

4.4 

10. J 

JoOavUtl 

0.3 

o.a 

1.0 

2.1 

3. J 

4.4 

10. J 

Le« 

0.3 

o.a 

1.0 

2.1 

3. J 

4.4 

10.2 

TaiMll 

0.3 

o.a 

1.0 

2.1 

J.J 

4.4 

10.2 

turcau 

0.3 

0.8 

0.9 

2.0 

3.1 

4.2 

9.7 

Lakt 

0.3 

0.8 

0.9 

2.0 

3.1 

4.2 

9.7 

Boon* 

Callatin 

0.3 

0.7 

o.s 

1.8 

2.9 

3.8 

8.9 

Johnson 

0.3 

0.7 

0.8 

l.S 

2.8 

3.8 

8.S 

Cri^idy 

0.3 

0.7 

O.S 

1.8 

2.8 

3.8 

8.7 

104  an 

0.3 

0.7 

0.8 

1.8 

2.8 

3.7 

8.6 

Pike 

0.3 

0.7 

0.8 

1.7 

2.7 

3.7 

8.S 

Chai*<pai9n 

0.3 

0.7 

O.S 

1.7 

2.7 

3.6 

8. J 

Massac 

0.3 

0.7 

O.S 

1.7 

2.7 

3.6 

8.3 

Hardin 

0.3 

0.7 

0.8 

1.7 

2.7 

3.6 

S.J 

Henderson 

0.2 

0.7 

0.8 

1.7 

2.6 

3.5 

8.2 

laSallt 

0.2 

0.7 

0.8 

1.6 

2.6 

3.5 

S.I 

Scolt 

0.2 

0.7 

0.8 

1.6 

2.6 

3.4 

8.0 

(endjil 

0.2 

0.6 

0.7 

1.6 

2.5 

J.J 

7.S 

Favctt* 

0.2 

0.» 

0.7 

1.6 

2.5 

J.J 

7.7 

Cats 

0.2 

O.i 

0.7 

1.5 

2.4 

3. J 

7.6 

1 roquoit 

0.2 

o.« 

0.7 

1.5 

2.3 

3.1 

7. J 

Pope 

0.2 

0.6 

0.7 

1.5 

2. J 

3.1 

7.2 

Oewilt 

0.2 

0.6 

0.7 

1.5 

2. J 

3.1 

7.1 

Jersey 

0.2 

0.6 

0.7 

1.4 

2. J 

J.O 

7.1 

Lawrence 

0.2 

0.6 

0.7 

1.4 

2.2 

J.O 

6.9 

L ivtnqston 

0.2 

0.6 

0.6 

1 .4 

2.2 

2.9 

6.S 

Jackson 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1.3 

2.0 

2.7 

6.2 

Oetalb 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

I.J 

2.0 

2.7 

6.2 

Marshal  I 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1.3 

2.0 

2.7 

6.2 

Piatt 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1.2 

2.0 

2.6 

6.1 

landolpA 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1.2 

1.9 

2.6 

6.0 

St.  Clair 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1.2 

1.9 

2.5 

5.9 

Greene 

0.2 

0.5 

0.5 

1.2 

1.9 

2.5 

5.S 

unite 

0.2 

0.5 

0.5 

1.2 

1.8 

2.4 

5.7 

NontgoHierv 

0.2 

0.5 

0.5 

1.2 

1.8 

2.4 

5.6 

Macon 

0.2 

0.5 

0.5 

1.2 

l.S 

2.4 

5.6 

crirtstian 

0.2 

0.5 

0.5 

1.2 

1.8 

2.4 

5.6 

Woodford 

0.2 

0.5 

O.S 

1 . 1 

1.8 

2.4 

5.6 

Slark 

0.2 

0.5 

0.5 

1.1 

1.8 

2.4 

5.5 

Madison 

0.2 

0.5 

0.5 

1.1 

1.8 

2.4 

5.5 

uilliamon 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.1 

1.7 

2. J 

5.4 

0 . 2 

0 . 5 

1 . 1 

2.3 

5 .  J 

Warr'*" 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1 . 1 

1 . 7 

2.2 

5.2 

Crawford 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1 .0 

1  6 

2.2 

5 . 1 

CI 

in  on 

0.2 

0.4 

O.S 

1  0 

2  2 

5 . 1 

uaS" 1 n^ t  on 

n'  1 

1  A 

Marion 

n  i 

1  0 

1  A 
I  r 

2*  1 
* 

48 

Menard 

n"  1 

n  t 

n  i 

1 . 0 

1 . 5 

2.0 

4 .8 

Peor 1  a 

0 . 1 

0 . 4 

0 . 4 

0 . 9 

1 .5 

2.0 

4 .6 

Hancock 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.5 

2.0 

4.5 

Mclean 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1  .4 

1.9 

4.4 

Adaas 

0.1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.9 

I.J 

l.S 

4.2 

WabesH 

0.1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.8 

1.3 

1  .8 

4.1 

veraiilfon 

0.1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.8 

1.3 

1.7 

J. 9 

Clay 

0.1 

0.3 

0.4 

O.S 

1 .2 

1.7 

J. 9 

KnoK 

0.1 

0.3 

0.3 

0.8 

1.2 

1.6 

J. 7 

Perry 

0.1 

0.3 

O.J 

0.7 

1.1 

1.5 

J. 6 

FrantI In 

0.1 

O.J 

O.J 

0.7 

1.1 

1.5 

J. 5 

Moultrie 

0.1 

0.3 

O.J 

0.7 

1 . 1 

1.5 

J. 5 

Edgar 

0.1 

0.3 

O.J 

0.7 

1.1 

1.5 

J. 4 

Clark 

0.1 

0.3 

O.J 

0.7 

1 . 1 

1.4 

3.3 

Saline 

0.1 

0.3 

O.J 

0.7 

1.1 

1.4 

3.3 

Jefferson 

0.1 

0.3 

O.J 

0.7 

1.0 

1.4 

3.2 

Wayne 

0.1 

0.3 

O.J 

0.6 

1.0 

1.3 

J.l 

Brown 

0.1 

0.3 

O.J 

0.6 

1.0 

1.3 

J.O 

Jasper 

0.1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.6 

1.0 

1.3 

3.0 

Douglas 

0.1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.6 

0.9 

1.3 

3.0 

Ful ton 

0.1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.6 

0.9 

1.3 

2.9 

Coles 

0.1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.6 

0.9 

1.3 

2.9 

Sangamon 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1.2 

2.9 

Schtryler 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1.2 

2.9 

Morgan 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

O.S 

1.1 

2.6 

Kichlard 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.8 

1 .0 

2.4 

EFf inghaa 

0.1 

0.2 

0^2 

O.i 

0.8 

1.0 

2!4 

Shellly 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

O.S 

1.0 

2. J 

Colter  land 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.8 

1.0 

2. J 

McOonougft 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

1.8 

Edwards 

O.I 

0.1 

0.2 

U.4 

0.6 

O.S 

1.8 

Macotoin 

0.0 

0  1 

0.1 

O.J 

0.5 

0.6 

1.4 

9ond 

0  0 

0.1 

0.1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.6 

1.3 

Hamilton 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

S'AII  l/C 

0.2 

0.3 

0.7 

1.4 

2.3 

3 

7.1 

AVEIACE 
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Table  11:    Projected  B/C  ratios  bv  county 

(Scenario  II  -  Higher  Cosi;  Base) 

CAIE-         CATECOdT        CAICCOUT  CAtEOOUT 
COUVTT      GOaT  1        2  DANCE         3  'ANCE         .  iANCE 


ulnrie&aflo 


WTi  i  t  es  ide 

0.2 

O.S 

McHenry 

0.2 

0*5 

1 "  1 

1*8 

2  4 

5*6 

A 1 cASnder 

0  2 

0.5 

0.5 

1 . 1 

i  g 

2.4 

5.5 

0  5 

1.1 

2.3 

n' J 

0*4 

0.5 

1 .0 

2.2 

5 . 1 

02 

0.4 

O.S 

1 .0 

1 .6 

2.1 

5.0 

Ou^ge  * 

0 . 2 

0.4 

0.5 

1 .0 

1 .6 

2. 1 

4  .9 

HOCK  1  a  1  em 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1 .0 

1 .6 

2.1 

4.9 

0  1 

0.4 

0.4 

1.0 

1 .5 

2.0 

4 . 7 

Cook 

0,1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.5 

2,0 

4.6 

S  t  ephenson 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.5 

2.C 

4  .6 

Carrol  1 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

1,9 

4.4 

Will 

o.t 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

1 .9 

4.4 

0. 1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1 .4 

1  .S 

4. J 

Union 

0. 1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

l.S 

4.2 

0. 1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.9 

l.J 

1.8 

4.2 

Pulaski 

0. 1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.9 

I.J 

1.8 

4.2 

0.1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.8 

l.J 

1,8 

4.1 

Henry* 

0.1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.8 

1.3 

1.7 

J. 9 

ford 

0. 1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.8 

1.3 

1.7 

J. 9 

JoOavless 

0.1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.8 

1.3 

1.7 

J. 9 

Lee 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.8 

1.2 

1.7 

J. 9 

Talcwel 1 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.4 

O.S 

1.2 

t.7 

J, 9 

0. 1 

0.3 

O.J 

0.8 

1.2 

1.6 

J, 7 

lake 

o.t 

0.5 

O.J 

0.8 

1.2 

1 .6 

J. 7 

Gal  latin 

0. 1 

O.J 

O.J 

0.7 

1.1 

1.5 

J. 4 

Johnson 

0.1 

O.J 

O.J 

0.7 

1.1 

1.4 

J.J 

0.1 

O.J 

O.J 

0.7 

1.1 

1.4 

J.J 

lo^an 

0.1 

O.J 

O.J 

0.7 

1.0 

1.4 

J.J 

Pike 

0.1 

O.J 

O.J 

0.7 

1.0 

1.4 

J. 2 

Chaffpei  gn 

0.1 

0.3 

O.J 

0.6 

1.0 

1.4 

J. 2 

Massac 

0.1 

O.J 

O.J 

0.6 

1.0 

1.4 

3.2 

Hardin 

0.1 

O.J 

O.J 

0.6 

1.0 

1.4 

J.t 

Henderson 

0.1 

O.J 

O.J 

0.6 

1.0 

1.3 

J.l 

LaSalle 

0.1 

O.J 

O.J 

0.6 

1.0 

1.3 

3.1 

Scott 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

1.0 

1.3 

3.0 

Kendal  1 

O.I 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1.3 

3.0 

Fayette 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1.3 

2.9 

Cass 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1.2 

2.9 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1.2 

2.8 

Pop^*** 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1.2 

2.7 

OeUitt 

0.1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.6 

0.9 

1.2 

2.7 

0. 1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.5 

0.9 

1 .2 

2.7 

I*wr*^ 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.8 

1 . 1 

2.6 

LI  inoalM 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.8 

1 . 1 

2.6 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.8 

1 .0 

2.4 

DeKalb'^ 

0 . 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

O.S 

1 .0 

2.4 

Marsnel t 

0 . 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1 .0 

2.3 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.7 

1 .0 

2.3 

lar^ol  ph 

0 . 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0-7 

1 .0 

2.3 

St.  Clair 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.7 

1.0 

2.2 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

O.i 

0.7 

0.9 

2.2 

White 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.7 

0.9 

2.1 

HontgoiDery 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.7 

0.9 

2.1 

Macon 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.7 

0.9 

2.1 

Christian 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.7 

0.9 

2.1 

Woodford 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.7 

0.9 

2.1 

Stark 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.7 

0.9 

2.1 

Madison 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.7 

0.9 

2.1 

Uilllncon 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.7 

0.9 

2.1 

Calhout 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.7 

0.9 

2.0 

Warren 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.9 

2.0 

Crawford 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

1.9 

CI Inlon 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

O.S 

1.9 

Washington 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

O.S 

1.9 

Marlon 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

O.S 

l.S 

Menard 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

l.S 

Peoria 

O.I 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

l.S 

Hancock 

0.1 

O.t 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.7 

1.7 

M 

.  ^ 

0  ? 

Q  1 

\ 

]  'T 

on 

n"  1 

A  1 

0 . 5 

1 .6 

Wabeah 

00 

n  1 

n  1 

03 

0 . 5 

0 . 7 

1 .5 

Veraii  1 1  on 

0  0 

n"  1 

n  1 

0  J 

1 . 5 

o'  1 

0*1 

n*^ 

0.6 

1 . 5 

Knot 

0 . 0 

0. 1 

0 . 1 

0  J 

0*5 

Perry 

0.0 

0 . 1 

0. 1 

0.3 

0  4 

0*6 

1  '4 

F  rankl in 

0.0 

0.1 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.6 

1 .3 

0 . 0 

o.t 

0.  t 

0.3 

0  4 

0.6 

Edgar 

0.0 

0. 1 

0.1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.6 

1 .3 

Clark 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.5 

1 .3 

Sal  ine 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

O.J 

0.4 

O.S 

l.J 

Jefferson 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1 .2 

Wayne 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

O.S 

1.2 

Brown 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

O.S 

1 .2 

Jasper 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1 . 1 

Douglas 

0.0 

o.t 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1 . 1 

Ful  ton 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1 . 1 

Coles 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.1 

Sangaenn 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.5 

1.1 

Schuyler 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.5 

1 . 1 

Morgan 

0.0 

0.1 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.4 

1 .0 

alchland 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0^3 

0.4 

0.9 

Eff  InghM 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.4 

0.9 

Shell>y 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.4 

0.9 

Cotter  land 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.4 

0.9 

HeOonough 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.7 

Edwards 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.7 

Macoi^in 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

Bond 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

Haailton 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.2 

STATE  i/C 

0.1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.5 

0.9 

1.2 

2.7 

AVEIACE 
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Table  12:    Projected  benefits  and  cost  of  geologic  mapping  program  for  Illinois 
(Scenario  III) 


CATEGOtr  ^ 
ESTIMAIEO 


C«tEGO*r  2 
CSIIMATEO 


BENEFITS 

BENE  FITS 

r    scoae  county 

tSEA  (1990  t) 

( 1990  t) 

( 1990  t ) 

t 

796  Ulnn*ba90 

516 

193  985 

2 

688  Whiteside 

682 

46,255 

256.391 

125,275 

3 

602  HcH*nry 

606 

40,750 

227  820 

1 10  365 

( 

673  Altiandcr 

236 

15,661 

68  722 

42  415 

5 

649  Mason 

556 

34,503 

201,504 

92,904 

6 

621  091* 

759 

46,489 

285,358 

125,907 

7 

606  ICank>ket 

679 

40,570 

255  263 

109  877 

9 

605  0L^«9e 

357 

20.088 

» 

60S  loeli  lsl*nd 

423 

25,209 

159  023 

6d  273 

10 

581  tint 

524 

29,999 

11 

558  Coo« 

Vit 

52,702 

12 

557  StepKtnton 

564 

30,958 

71? ' nxft 

13 

542  Carroll 

444 

23.718 

lAAOl? 

U 

539  will 

844 

44,848 

tl7  ?0X 

15 

522  Honrs* 

588 

19,983 

n^'^to 

16 

518  Union 

414 

21.121 

7in  i^n 

17 

513  Mercer 

559 

28,268 

18 

510  Pulaski 

203 

10,212 

7a'xia 

19 

502  Pulnaa 

160 

7,924 

60  150 

21  462 

20 

481  Menrv 

824 

39,052 

309  774 

105  767 

21 

478  Ford 

486 

22.901 

182  707 

62,023 

22 

477  JoOaviesi 

603 

28.342 

226  692 

76  761 

23 

47S  let 

725 

33.940 

272,556 

91  920 

24 

473  Ta<*>M(t 

650 

50,331 

244  361 

82, 147 

2S 

451  lureau 

869 

58,622 

326,692 

104 ,601 

26 

450  lake 

454 

20.152 

170.677 

54,579 

27 

424  loon« 

282 

106.015 

2t 

415  Callaltn 

325 

13.287 

122. 180 

35,985 

29 

409  Jonnson 

346 

13.957 

13o!o75 

37]aoi 

30 

406  CriRfy 

423 

16.953 

159.023 

45,662 

31 

599  loqan 

619 

24,362 

232] 707 

65 , 980 

32 

597  Pike 

830 

52,462 

512io30 

87,919 

53 

587  Chanpaign 

998 

58,090 

575! 188 

103, 162 

54 

585  Massac 

241 

9,158 

90  602 

24  803 

55 

585  Hardin 

181 

6,861 

68  045 

IS  581 

56 

580  Henderson 

573 

15,971 

57 

574  LaSad* 

1139 

42.003 

428  195 

113  759 

3S 

571  Scott 

251 

9.169 

ijl'otl 

59 

561  Kendall 

522 

11.457 

?m'^li 

Ti 'nxi 

40 

557  Fayette 

709 

24.954 

iLo'Ll? 

67  585 

41 

551  Cass 

374 

12,949 

55  071 

42 

559  Iroquois 

1118 

37,399 

420301 

43 

555  Pop* 

374 

12,295 

140  602 

33  299 

44 

352  Oeuitt 

597 

12,984 

35  164 

45 

528  Jersey 

373 

12.064 

140  226 

32  674 

46 

322  Lawrence 

574 

11.879 

140  602 

32  173 

47 

514  llvinfston 

1046 

32.342 

593  233 

87  592 

48 

289  Jackson 

590 

16,785 

221  805 

45  454 

49 

288  OeCalb 

654 

18,006 

258  546 

48  766 

50 

287  Marshall 

588 

10,976 

145,865 

29  726 

51 

283  Piatt 

4  59 

12.227 

165.058 

33  115 

52 

277  landolch 

583 

15.905 

219, 175 

43,075 

53 

275  St.  Clair 

672 

18.201 

252 [632 

49,294 

54 

269  Green* 

543 

14.589 

204, 135 

38.972 

55 

263  UMie 

497 

12.866 

166.842 

34,846 

56 

262  Montgomery 

705 

18.234 

265.058 

49. 364 

57 

262  Macon 

581 

15.006 

218.421 

40,641 

58 

261  Christian 

710 

18.277 

266  917 

49  500 

59 

261  Woodford 

527 

13.559 

198. 120 

36, 723 

60 

257  Stark 

288 

7,296 

108  271 

19  760 

c33  n SOI  son 

728 

18  294 

273]684 

49^547 

62 

252  wtlliaMon 

427 

10^598 

160.526 

28. 702 

63 

248  Calhoun 

250 

6,111 

93] 985 

I6i552 

64 

241  Warren 

543 

12,925 

204.135 

35.007 

65 

258  Craalord 

446 

10,464 

167.669 

28.340 

66 

256  CI  inton 

472 

10.980 

1  77,444 

29.737 

67 

227  Washington 

563 

12.622 

211.654 

34, 166 

68 

225  Marion 

573 

12.712 

215,414 

34,429 

69 

221  Menard 

315 

6.859 

1 18,421 

18.576 

70 

215  Peons 

621 

15.191 

233  459 

35  724 

71 

211  Hancock 

796- 

16.581 

299  248 

44  90fl 

72 

205  Mclean 

1185 

23.906 

445  489 

73 

195  «dam 

852 

16,560 

74 

189  Wabash 

224 

4, in 

11  XftJ 

75 

183  vermi 1 i  on 

900 

16,264 

358  346 

44  049 

76 

179  Clay 

469 

a,  296 

77 

172  Knos 

720 

12,217 

270,677 

'  nmt 
33, 086 

78 

166  Perry 

443 

7,230 

166,541 

19,581 

79 

164  Franklin 

414 

6,711 

155 , 639 

1 8 , 1 74 

80 

162  Moultri* 

525 

5.197 

122. 180 

14 ,074 

81 

159  Edgar 

623 

9.743 

234,211 

26,367 

82 

155  Clark 

506 

7.n2 

190, 226 

20,941 

83 

155  Salin* 

385 

5.871 

15 ,900 

84 

148  Jefterson 

570 

8.299 

214. 286 

22 , 477 

85 

142  Uayn* 

715 

10.011 

itt'nXA 

27, 113 

88 

141  iroMi 

506 

4.260 

87 

138  Jasper 

496 

6.757 

186466 

88 

157  Oouglas 

417 

5.651 

,  '  71 

89 

136  Fulton 

871 

11.716 

327 '444 

31  731 

90 

156  Coles 

509 

6.813 

191  353 

18  452 

91 

133  Sanganon 

866 

11.315 

325.564 

30  644 

92 

152  Schuyler 

456 

5.694 

163.910 

15 , 421 

93 

119  Morgan 

568 

6.653 

213^554 

18.017 

94 

111  llchland 

560 

3.946 

135 [338 

10.666 

95 

110  Elfinghaa 

4  78 

5.199 

179.699 

14 . 060 

96 

109  Shelby 

747 

8.002 

28o!827 

2l!67l 

109  Cuitoerland 

346 

3,703 

130.075 

10.026 

98 

83  McOonough 

590 

4,826 

221.805 

13,070 

99 

82  tdwards 

223 

1,796 

83,855 

41663 

100 

67  Macoi^in 

865 

5,705 

325,188 

15,450 

101 

61  tond 

577 

2.263 

141,729 

6.128 

102 

18  Haailtcn 

436 

793 

163.910 

2.147 

11,797,159  (20,921.429 

U, 867, 252 

t/c  ••no 

0.1 

0.2 

CATECOCT  I 
ESTIMATED 
BENEFITS  lANCE 
(1990  t) 


CATCCCUr  4 

ESTIMAIEO 
BE'tEFITS  lANCf 
(1990  ») 


143,103 

126.071 
48.451 

106.125 

143.825 

125.513 
62,149 
77,989 
92,809 

163.048 
95.777 
73.379 

138.747 
61,821 
65,344 
87,453 
31,592 
24.516 

120.819 
70.849 
87.684 

105,000 
93,837 

119,487 
62,346 

41,106 
43,181 
52.588 
75.369 

100.430 

117.842 
28.353 
21.225 
43,222 

129,948 
28,567 
35,446 
77,203 
40,062 

115,703 
38,057 
40,168 
57,524 
56.752 

100.057 
51.923 
55.706 
53.956 
37.828 
49.205 
56.309 
44.517 
59.805 
56.412 
46.424 
56.544 
41.949 
22.572 
56,598 
52,787 
18,907 
39,988 
52,573 
55,969 
39.050 
39.328 
21.220 

40.808 
51.298 
73.960 
50.615 
12.911 
50.318 
25.666 
37.795 
22.368 
20,762 
16.077 
50.142 
25.921 
18,163 
25.676 
50,971 
15.179 
20.905 
17.482 
56,246 
21,078 
55,005 
17,616 
20,581 
12,207 
16,084 
24.755 
11.456 
14,929 
5.555 
17.649 
7.000 
2.452 


310,779 
273.791 
105.221 
230,474 
312.346 
272,580 
134,969 
169,371 
201,555 
554,094 
208,001 
159,558 
501,320 
154,258 
141,908 
189,922 
68.610 
55.243 
262,384 
153,864 
190,426 
228.031 
203.787 
259.492 
135.398 

89.271 
93.777 
113.772 
163.681 
218.106 
255,920 
61.531 
46,094 
93.866 
282.210 
61.605 
76.980 
167,662 
87,003 
251,275 
82,606 
87,234 
81,056 
79,815 
217,295 
112.761 
120.978 
73.744 
82,152 
106,859 
122,287 
96,679 
66,445 
122,511 
100,821 
122,797 
91,101 
49.019 
122.916 
71,204 
41.061 
66.843 
70.305 
73,772 
84,806 
65,409 
46,083 

88.624 
111.405 
160,621 
109,920 
28,039 
109,276 
55,740 
82,080 
48,577 
45,090 
54,915 
65.460 
51.950 
59.445 
55.761 
67.260 
28.621 
45,401 
57,965 
78,716 
45,775 
76,022 
58,257 
44,697 
26.510 
54.950 
55.760 
24.878 
52.422 
12.064 
58,328 
15,202 
5,325 


487,610 
429, 57S 
165,091 
561,612 
490,069 
427.676 
211.766 
265.741 
516.238 
555.571 
526,353 
250.032 
472.769 
210.650 
222.653 
297,987 
107,648 
83.537 
411.678 
241,411 
298,777 
357.779 
319.741 
407,141 
212,438 

140.066 
147.135 
178,507 
256.814 
342,206 
401.537 

96.541 

72.322 
147.275 
442.785 

96.658 
120.780 
263,061 
136,507 
594,249 
129,609 
156,870 
127,177 
125,229 
540,934 
176.922 
189.813 
115.703 
128.895 
167.662 
191,867 
151,689 
155,632 
192,219 
158.187 
192,667 
142,957 

76,910 
192,854 
111,718 

64,424 
156.256 
110,307 
115,747 
135,061 
154,007 

72.304 

139,050 

174,794 

252,013 

172,464 
43,993 

171,453 
87,455 

128,783 
76,217 
70,746 
54,781 

102,706 
81.509 
61,889 
67.488 

105.531 
44,907 
71.233 
59,567 

123,505 
71,820 

119,277 
60,025 
70,128 
41,593 
54,804 
84,350 
39,054 
50,871 
18,928 
60,136 
23,851 
8,355 


654,322 
576,446 
221,535 
485,247 
657,622 
573,897 
284.168 
356.597 
424.319 
745,519 
437,932 
335.517 
634.407 
282.671 
298,778 
399,868 
144,453 
112,098 
552,430 
32J.949 
400,928 
480,103 
429,059 
546.342 
285,070 

187,954 
197,440 
239.538 
344.617 
459,206 
538,821 
129,548 

97,048 
197,628 
594,172 
129,705 
162,075 
353,001 
183,179 
529,041 
in, 922 
183,665 
170,658 
168,044 
457,498 
237,411 
254,709 
155,262 
172.964 
224.985 
257.466 
203.551 
182,004 
257,958 
212,271 
258,540 
191,807 
105,206 
258,790 
149.915 

66,451 
182,842 
148,021 
155,321 
178,554 
179.823 

97,024 

186,591 
234,555 
558,176 
251,430 
59,034 
250,073 
117,356 
172.815 
102,276 
94,934 
73,510 
157,820 
109,376 
63,049 
117,400 
141,612 
60,260 
95,588 
79,933 
165,731 
96,375 
160,058 
80,547 
94.105 
55.814 
75.542 
113.189 
52.379 
68,263 
25,400 
60,696 
52.006 
11.211 


1,518,239 
1,337,541 
514,033 
1,125,929 
1.525,897 
1,351,626 
659,362 
827.421 
984,649 
1,729,844 
1,016,143 
778,508 
1,472,029 
655,887 
693.261 
927.822 
335.177 
260.105 
1.281.816 
751,667 
930.282 
1,113,994 
995.557 
1.267,690 
661,454 

436,113 
458,124 
555,807 
799,624 

1,065.507 

1.250.240 
500,594 
225,183 
458.560 

1.378.672 
500.957 
576,066 
619.076 
425,035 

1,227.547 
403,555 
426,163 
395.983 
589,917 

1,061,544 
550,870 
591,008 
560,258 
401,354 
522,057 
597,404 
472.505 
422.507 
598,500 
492,557 
599,896 
445.054 
259.471 
600.477 
547.851 
200.594 
424.252 
545,457 
360.395 
414,502 
417,248 
225,127 

452,952 
544,245 
784,678 
556,991 
156,977 
555,843 
272,503 
400,982 
237,512 
220,277 
170,567 
519,788 
253,788 
192.701 
272.406 
528.585 
159,823 
221,795 
185,470 
584.550 
223.622 
371,386 
186,895 
218,355 
129,506 
170,641 
262,654 
121,557 
158,592 
58,956 
167,242 
74.264 
26.014 


Table  13:    Projected  8/C  ratios  by  county 
(Scenario  111  -  Lower  Cost  Base) 


OkTECOIlr  CATECCRT 


CCUMTT 

GOUT  1 

2 

RANGE 

] 

- 

lANGE 

Uinneb«go 

whi testd« 

0.2 

0.5 

0.6 

1.2 

1.9 

2.6 

5.9 

McHenry 

0.2 

o.s 

0.6 

1.2 

1.9 

2.5 

5.9 

0.2 

o.s 

0.5 

1.2 

1.9 

2.5 

5.8 

K*ton 

0.2 

o.s 

0.5 

1.1 

1.8 

2.4 

5.6 

09(t 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1 . 1 

1.7 

2. J 

5. J 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.1 

1.7 

2.2 

5.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1 . 1 

1.7 

2.2 

5.2 

Rock  liiand 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1 . 1 

1.7 

2.2 

5.2 

Ctnt 

0.2 

0.4 

O.S 

1.0 

1.6 

2.2 

5.0 

Cook 

0.1 

0.4 

O.S 

1.0 

1.5 

2.1 

4.8 

Stephenson 

0.1 

0.4 

0.5 

1.0 

1.5 

2.1 

4.8 

Carrot  t 

0.1 

0.4 

C  4 

1.0 

1.5 

2.0 

4.7 

Ut  1 1 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.5 

2.0 

4.6 

«onro« 

0. 1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

1.9 

4.5 

Union 

0.1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

1.9 

4.5 

"ercer 

0. 1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

1.9 

4.4 

Pu( ask  t 

0. 1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

1.9 

4.4 

Putnam 

0 . 1 

0.4 

0.4 

0.9 

1.4 

1.9 

4.3 

Henry 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.8 

1.3 

1.8 

4.1 

ford 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.8 

I.J 

1.8 

4.1 

JoOavtesa 

0.1 

0.3 

0.4 

O.S 

I.J 

1.8 

4.1 

Lee 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.8 

1  .J 

1.8 

4.1 

t  aicwel 1 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.8 

1.3 

1.8 

4.1 

lurcau 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.8 

1.2 

1.7 

J. 9 

lake 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.8 

1.2 

1.7 

3.9 

Boon« 

Call  at  tn 

0. 1 

0.3 

O.S 

0.7 

1.1 

1.5 

3.6 

Johnson 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.3 

0.7 

1.1 

1.5 

3.5 

Crtxv^ 

0.1 

0.3 

0.3 

0.7 

1.1 

1.5 

3.S 

LOQan 

0.1 

0.3 

0.3 

0.7 

1.1 

1.5 

3.4 

Pike 

0.1 

0.3 

0.3 

0.7 

1.1 

1.5 

3.4 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.3 

0.7 

1.1 

1.4 

3. J 

Massac 

0.1 

0.3 

0.3 

0.7 

1.1 

1.4 

3.3 

Nardin 

0.1 

0.3 

0.3 

0.7 

1.1 

1.4 

3.3 

Nenoerion 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.3 

0.7 

1 . 1 

1.4 

3.3 

LaSal I t 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.3 

0.7 

1.0 

1.4 

3.2 

Scot  t 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.3 

0.7 

1.0 

1.4 

3.2 

Kendal  I 

n  I 

0.3 

0.3 

0.6 

1 .0 

1  .J 

3.1 

ayetit 

0.5 

0.3 

0.6 

1.0 

l.J 

3.1 

Cass 

0.1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

1.0 

l.J 

3.0 

1 roquoi s 

Q.  1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

l.J 

2.9 

Pope 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1.2 

2.9 

Oeui t I 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1.2 

2.9 

Jersey 

0 . 1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1.2 

2.8 

L  awrence 

0 . 1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1.2 

2.8 

L  1 VI  r>qston 

0 . 1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.6 

0.9 

1.2 

2.7 

Jackson 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.8 

1.1 

2.5 

OeKalb 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.8 

1.1 

2.S 

Marshal { 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.8 

1.1 

2.S 

P 1  at  t 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.8 

1.0 

2.4 

9an0o(  pf> 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.8 

1.0 

2.4 

St .  Clatr 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.8 

1.0 

2.4 

Greene 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

O.S 

0.7 

1.0 

2. J 

wh  t  te 

0.  t 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.7 

1.0 

2. J 

Montgomery 

0.  1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.7 

1.0 

2. J 

Macon 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.7 

1.0 

2. J 

Chr ist isn 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.7 

1.0 

2.2 

Woodford 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.7 

1.0 

2.2 

Stark 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

0.7 

1.0 

2.2 

Madi ion 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.; 

0.7 

0.9 

2.2 

will iameon 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

O.t 

0.7 

0.9 

2.2 

Calhoun 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

O.i 

0.7 

0.9 

2.1 

Warren 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.2 

O.i 

0.7 

0.9 

2.1 

Crawford 

0 . 1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.( 

0.7 

0.9 

2.0 

C I tnton 

0. 1 

0.2 

0 . 2 

0.9 

2.0 

Washington 

0.1 

0.2 

o'.Z 

0.( 

0.6 

0.8 

2.0 

Man  on 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

1 .9 

Menard 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

1 .9 

Peer  1  a 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

1  .9 

Hancock 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

1 .8 

0. 1 

0 . 1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.6 

0.8 

1.8 

0. 1 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.3 

0.5 

0.7 

1.7 

Wabash 

0.0 

0.  t 

0.2 

O.J 

0.5 

0.7 

1.6 

Verm  ( ton 

0 . 0 

0. 1 

0.1 

O.J 

0.5 

0.7 

1.6 

C I  ay 

0.0 

0.1 

0. 1 

O.J 

0.5 

0.7 

1.5 

«no« 

0.0 

0. 1 

0.1 

O.J 

0.5 

0.6 

1.5 

Perry 

0.0 

0.1 

0  1 

0.3 

0.5 

0.6 

1.4 

^  rank  I tn 

0.0 

0. 1 

0.1 

O.J 

0.5 

0.6 

1.4 

Moul tr 1 t 

0.0 

0.1 

o.t 

O.J 

0.4 

0.6 

1.4 

Edgar 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.6 

1.4 

Clark 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.6 

1.3 

Sal (ne 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

O.J 

0.4 

0.6 

1.3 

Jcf (erson 

0.0 

0. 1 

0. 1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.5 

l.J 

Wayne 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.3 

0.4 

0.5 

1.2 

Irown 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.2 

Jasper 

0.0 

0. 1 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.2 

Oougl at 

0.0 

0. 1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.2 

'ut  ton 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

O.S 

1.2 

Cot  et 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.2 

SangaMon 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.1 

Schuyi er 

0.0 

0. 1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

0.5 

1.1 

Morgan 

0.0 

0.1 

0. 1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.4 

1.0 

1 1 ch I  and 

0.0 

0. 1 

0.  t 

0.2 

O.J 

0.4 

1.0 

Shelby"** 

0.0 

0. 1 

0.1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.4 

0.9 

0.0 

0. 1 

0.1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.4 

0.9 

CuitMrlarvl 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.4 

0.9 

McOonough 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.7 

C^erds 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.7 

Macoupin 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.6 

6ond 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.2 

0.2 

0.5 

Ha«i( ton 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

sr*TE  i/c 

0.1 

0.2 

O.J 

0.6 

0.9 

1.2 

2.8 

AVCtAU 

0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
0.3 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 


0.7 
0.7 
0.7 
0.7 
0.7 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
O.S 
O.S 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 


1.0 
1.0 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.7 
0.7 
0.7 
0.7 
0.7 
0.7 
0.7 
0.7 
0.7 
0.7 
0.6 
0.6 


2.2 
2.2 
2.2 
2.1 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
2.0 
1.9 
1.8 
1.8 
1.8 
1.8 
1.7 
1.7 
1.7 
1.7 
1.6 
1.6 
1.6 
1.6 
1.6 
1.5 
1.5 
1.5 
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Table  14:    Projected  B/C  ratios  by  county 
(Scenario  III  -  Higher  Cost  Base) 

Itl^'.  UIIG0«T  O>ItG0«T 

Uhlteiid«  0.1  0.2  0.2 
KcH«nry  0.1      0.2  0.2 

Altiander  0.1  0.2  0.2 
HlJOn  0.1      0.2  0.2 

09'«  0.1      0.2  0.2 

ttntakH  0.1  0.2  0.2 
Dli>M«  0.1      0.2  0.2 

lock  Itttnd    0.1      0.2  0.2 
0.1      0.2  0.2 
Cook  0.1     0.2  0.2 

Stephmon  0.1  0.2  0.2 
C»rroll  0.1      0.1  0.2 

0.1      0.1  0.2 
Monro*  0.1      0.1  0.2 

Union  0.1      0.1  0.2 

Mercer  0.1      0.1  0.2 

Puleiki  0.1      0.1  0.2 

(>u(n«i  0.1      0.1  0.2 

Henry  o.O     0.1  0.1 

ford  0.0     0.1  0.1 

JcOevlesi  0.0  0.1  0.1 
l«e  0.0     0.1  oil 

IttevtU  0.0  0.1  0.1 
•ureeu  o.O     0.1  0.1 

L«k«  0.0     0.1  0.1 

Boon* 
Oellattn 
Johnson 
Crwdy 
logan 
l>U« 

Chaflpaign 
Maitac 
Mardin 
Henderson 
laSalla 
Scoit 
(endall 
Faveti* 
Caia 

Iroquois 
Pope 
DeUitt 
Jersey 
Laurence 
L Ivingston 
Jackson 
OcJCalb 
Marshall 
Plait 
Dandolpfi 
SI.  Clair 
Greene 
Whit* 

Monlgonery 
Macon 
Chrlsllan 
Woodford 
Slark 
Madlaon 
wllllaMon 
Calhoun 
Warren 
Cra.ford 
CI Inlon 
Usshinglon 
Msrion 
Menard 
Peoria 
Hancock 
Mclean 


uabash 

Venailltn 

Clay 

Knoa 

Perry 

rranklln 

Moultrie 

Ed«ar 

Clark 

Sal  In* 

JeMerson 

Wayne 

Irown 

Jasper 
Oougl  at 

Fulion 

Colas 

Sang  saw) 

Schuyler 

Morgan 

aichlara^ 

Efflnghaa 

Shelby 

Cuiterland 

McOonougn 

Eduarda 

Macoupin 

■and 

Haallion 

STATE  »/C 
AVEIACE 


0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 


0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0. 1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.  1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.  1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.  1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.  1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.  1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


O.J 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 


0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 


0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
0.3 
O.J 
0.3 
O.J 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.0 


0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
0.5 

o.s 

0.5 

o.s 

0.5 

o.s 
o.s 
o.s 
o.s 

0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
0.3 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
O.J 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.0 


1.4 
l.J 
l.J 
l.J 
l.J 
l.J 
l.J 
l.J 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.1 
1.0 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.9 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
0.7 
0.7 
0.7 
0.7 
0.7 

0.7 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
0.6 
O.S 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
O.S 
0.5 
0.5 
0.5 
O.S 
0.5 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.4 
0.3 
O.J 
0.2 
0.2 
0.1 


0.1      0.1      0.2  O.J 
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Appendix  A 

Report  on  the  responses  to  a  questionnaire  on  the 

Use  of  Requirenents  for  and 
Priorities  for  Geologic  Maps  in  Illinois 
by  Heinz  H.  Damberger 
Illinois  State  Geological  Survey 


The  following  summarizes  the  responses  to  a  questionnaire  that  was  mailed  in  spring,  1990,  to  members  of  the 
Illinois  Geologic  Mapping  Advisory  Committee  (IGMAC)  and  some  other  known  users  of  geologic  maps. 

Response  rate.    Of  the  80  questionnaires  distributed  37  were  returned;  U  recipients  called  to  indicate  that  they 
felt  they  were  not  in  a  position  to  respond,  because  they  had  not  used  or  produced  geologic  maps  for  some  time. 
Thus,  the  response  rate  was  about  50%,  generally  considered  a  good  response  rate  to  mailed  questionnaires. 


Background  of  respondents 

Federal  and  state  research  and  service  agencies 

Planning/development  agencies/departments 

Consulting  engineers/geologists 

State  or  federal  environmental  or  health  agencies 

Mineral  extraction  industry 

Universities 

1 .    Use  of  geologic  data/maps 


No. 

11 

7 

7 

6 

3 
_2 
36 


S  i  t  i  ng : 
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&  exploration 

:  36 

protection: 

37 

Waste  di  sposal : 

11 

Soi  I : 

9 

Groundwater: 

13 

Hydrologic  proj: 

11 

Water: 

9 

Geologic  hazards: 

10 

Industry  proj . 

10 

Sand  &  gravel : 

4 

Land  use: 

9 

Transportation: 

7 

Lead,  zinc,  fluorsp:  4 

Mineral  protect: 

2 

Commerc.  proj: 

6 

Stone: 

9 

Other: 

2 

Resident,  proj.: 

2 

Coal : 

2 

Other: 

8 

Oi I  &  gas: 

2 

Other: 

4 

Specific  geologic 

information  required 

Location  on  mines. 

quarries,  etc.:  16 

Thickness 

of  strata: 

11 

Character  of  earth 

mater i  als 

Character 

of  bedrock  surface: 

11 

to  bedrock: 

14 

Regional  structure: 

7 

Depth  to  bedrock: 

14 

Outcrop  of 

coal  seams: 

3 

Character  of  earth 

Materials 

Other: 

4 

at  surface: 

13 

Location  of  faults 

12 

3.    Map  products  used  in  recent  2  years 

Topographic  maps:  7 

Quaternary  maps(s):  6 

ISGS/USGS  geol.  maps:  7 

ISGS  potential  2 

contamination  map 

IL  Wetlands  map:  2 


Aerial  photos: 
Atlas/state  maps: 
OLG  file: 
Plot  books: 
Zoning  maps: 
Highway  maps: 
Rail  maps: 
Rail  maps: 


4.    Projects  identified  requiring  geologic  maps 
A.  General 


Highway  soil  surveys 
Foundation  investigations 
Aggregate  exploration  projects 
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Numerous  construction  projects 

Determination  of  setback  zones  around  PWS  well-heads 

Groundwater  hazard  reviews  for  public  water  supplies  (PWS) 

Permitting  PWS  wells  after  effective  date  of  IL  Groundwater  Protection  Act 

Numerous  US  EPA  pre- remedial  sites  in  IL 

Environmental  assessment  projects 

Hazardous  waste  investigations 

Geotechnical  engineering  reports 

Foundation  investigations  for  buildings,  dams,  levees,  bridges 

Highway  soil  surveys 

Quarry  appraisals  in  Will  County 

Feasibility  of  injection  of  industrial  wastes  in  deep  wells,  IL 
Groundwater  monitoring  projects 
Watershed  analyses  in  many  counties 

Numerous  purchases  and  exchanges  of  land,  Shawnee  National  Forest 

Capital  improvement  projects,  City  of  Chicago 

Paleobotanical  research,  W.  IL 

Study  till  and  loess  stratigraphy,  SW  IL 

Develop  contamination  potential  maps 

Develop  groundwater  quality  trend  maps 

Landuse  versus  rainfall  runoff,  modeling  studies 


Specific  projects 


Superconducting  Super  Collider  (SSC) 

Core  drilling  project  in  Fluorspar  Mining  District  of  SE  IL 
Winnebago  County  groundwater  study 

Available  coal  resources  of  Middletown  quad,  Logan  County 
Coal  resources  of  Paducah  1°  x  2°  quad  (CUSMAP),  S.  IL 
Compilation  of  non-coal  mines  of  IL 

Correlation  of  stratigraphic  data  for  National  Coal  Res.  Data  System  (NCRDS) 

IL  EPA    Remedial  Investigations  and  Feasibility  Studies  in  Rockdale 

Solid  Waste  Agency  of  Northern  Cook  County  (SWANCC),  balefill.  Cook  County 

CUP-O'Hare  Reservoir,  Cook'  County 

Wooddale- I tasca  Reservoir,  OuPage  County 

Investigation  of  hazardous  chemical  durp  NW  of  Rockford, 

Winnebago  County 

Waterwell  methane  explosion  in  Kane  County 

Petroleum  releases  in  Winnebago  and  Warren  Counties 

Air  storage  reservoir  exploration  in  LaSalle  County 

Site  assessment  &  environmental  audit  in  OuPage  County 

Remedial  assessment  of  groundwater  contamination.  Champaign  County 

Develop  regional  groundwater  monitoring  program,  Cook  County 

Regional  groundwater  quality  characterization,  Winnebago  County 

Landfill  siting,  Kane  County 

Siting  municipal  wells,  Kane  County 

Develop  land  use  plan,  Kane  County 

Siting  of  coal  gasification  plant 

Develop  Land  Management  Plan  for  Shawnee  National  Forest 

Groundwater  contamination  assessments  in  Boone,  Winnebago,  Kendall  and  McLean  Counties 
Hydrologic  budget  study,  Joliet  Army  Ammunition  Plant 
Archeological  site  investigation,  McLean  County 
Study  of  archeology  of  State  Parks,  IL 

Sites  for  low  level  nuclear  waste  facility,  Clark  and  Wayne  Counties 


Importance  of  geological  maps  in  these  projects 

Useful:         13  Critical:      12  Not  needed:  0 

Order  of  priority  by  area 


Regions 

Average 

Urban  areas 

Average 

Average 

Priority 

# 

Priori  ty 

# 

Priori  t 

Northeast 

1.0 

8 

Chicago 

1.2 

5 

Aurora  4.0 

Southwest 

2.3 

9 

Chicago  suburbs 

1.6 

6 

Rockford  3.0 

Southeast 

3.0 

8 

Quad  Cities 

3.0 

3 

Bloomington  4.0 

Central 

3.0 

5 

Springfield 

4.0 

3 

Kankakee  6.0 

East  Central  3.2 

4 

Joliet 

4.0 

2 

Elgin  11.0 
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west  uentrai 

•z 

.3  6 

Peoria 

J  ■  u 

c 

f^A  1  ^cKi  irn 

14. 

Northwest 

3. 

.7  4 

Decatur 

7.5 

2 

Champaign 

15. 

Danvi lie 

7.5 

2 

Counties 

Average 

Average 

Priority  # 

Prior  1 ty 

# 

Cook 

1 .0 

4 

Sangamon 

1.0 

2 

DuPage 

2.0 

4 

McLean 

3.0 

2 

Lake 

2.3 

4 

Kane 

5.0 

2 

Rock  Island 

6.0 

4 

Kendall 

6.0 

2 

Will 

7.0 

4 

Logan 

7.0 

2 

Dekalb 

4.0 

3 

McHenry 

7.0 

2 

Jo  Davies 

8.0 

3 

Brown 

11.0 

2 

Tazewel I 

12.0 

3 

Schuyler 

11.0 

2 

Peoria 

16.0 

3 

Hancock 

12.0 

2 

Ogle 

20.0 

3 

McDonough 

12.0 

2 

Jersey 

12.0 

2 

Madison 

13.0 

2 

Henry 

15.0 

2 

Kankakee 

17.0 

2 

Other  counties 

mentioned  once 

Adams 

OeUitt 

Lee 

St.  Clair 

Alexander 

Frank  I  in 

Macon 

Sal ine 

Bond 

Gal  latin 

Macoupin 

Shelby 

Boone 

Green 

Menard 

Stephenson 

Bureau 

Grundy 

Mercer 

Union 

Calhoun 

Henderson 

Moultrie 

Warren 

Cass 

Jasper 

Piatt 

Whi  teside 

Champa i  gn 

Jefferson 

Pike 

Uinnebago 

Christian 

Johnson 

Pope 

Woodford 

CI  inton 

LaSal Le 

Putnam 

Average  Priority  =  average  priority  given  to  these  areas  by  respondents 

who  provided  priorities  (many  respondents  did  not  prioritize) 
#  =  number  of  times  mentioned  by  respondents 


Map  scales  needed 
Average 


8b. 


Average 


Pri  ori  ty 

# 

Priority  # 

1:24K: 

1.4 

15 

1:250K:         2.7  4 

1:100K: 

1.5 

6 

1:500K:         3.7  5 

1:50K: 

2.2 

6 

Other:            -  1 

Average 

Priority 

-  average  priority  given  to  these  areas 

respondents 

who  provided  priorities 

(many  respondents  did  not  prioritize) 
nijnber  of  times  mentioned  by  respondents 


8a.    Cost/year  of  lack  of  adequate  geologic  maps 


<$5K: 
$10K-100K: 


$100K-1,OOOK:  4 
$5K-10K:  2 


>$1,000K:  1(?) 
Unknown:  17 


CLoulative  extra  cost  per  year  estiaated  by  19  respondents  answering  this  question  is  SI. 5  to  5.5  Mill. 

Savings  from  availability  of  adequate  geologic  maps 

$10-100K:    6  <$5K:  2  $100K-1 ,000K:  1 

$  5-1  OK:      3  >$1,000K:  2  unknown  or 

no  answer:  22 

emulative  savings  per  year  estiaated  by  14  respondents  answering 
question  is  $2.2  to  3.6  Mill. 
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9.    Number  of  people  using  geologic  maps  in  organization  of  respotxjents 

11-50:    10  6-10:    6  No  answer:  8 

<5:      8  >50:  U 

Estimated  nmkxr  of  regular  users  of  geologic  naps  by  28  respondents 
answering  questions  is  390  to  800 

10.    Sources  of  geologic  information  in  work 


Average 

rank 

# 

Basic  geologic  maps: 

1.9 

20 

Publ i cat  ions: 

2.5 

19 

Drilling  records: 

3.0 

13 

Interpretive/derivative  maps 

:  3.3 

7 

Own  geologic  database: 

3.8 

10 

Unpubl.  data  at  ISGS: 

5.1 

11 

Consultants: 

5.8 

7 

Field  mapping: 

5.9 

7 

Unpubl.  data  at  USGS: 

7.0 

6 

Unpubl.  data  at  university 

geology  depts. : 

7.5 

4 

Other: 

2 

Average  rank  =  average  rank  of  all  answers  that  provided  rank 
#  =  number  of  times  mentioned 
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1 1 .    Degree  of  satisfaction  with  currently  available  geologic  maps 


Geo I.  Maps 

Geol.  Data 

Geol.  Data 

(paper) 

(electronic) 

A 

B 

C 

A 

B 

C 

A 

B  C 

Type  of  data 

6 

9 

2 

5 

8 

1 

2 

2  3 

Format  of  data 

7 

10 

0 

4 

6 

2 

2 

2  1 

Accuracy  of  data 

8 

6 

3 

6 

5 

3 

1 

3  2 

Level  of  detai I 

4 

9 

4 

5 

5 

4 

1 

3  3 

Area  I  coverage 

3 

9 

5 

1 

9 

4 

1 

3  2 

A  =  satisfied  B  =  neutral  C  =  dissatisfied 

Nunbers  give  number  of  responses  in  each  category 


12.  No  answers  provided 

13.  Additional  geologic  maps  required  that  were  nientioned 

■  Bedrock  surface  maps  of  Chicago  area  (±5'  contours)  (mentioned  2x) 

•  Quaternary  map  1:1  Mill,  scale  or  larger,  joined  accurately  with  neighboring  states,  incl. 
digital  file  (mentioned  2x) 

•  Till  sheet  extent,  incl.  engineering  properties 

•  Possible  targets  for  future  fluorspar,  zinc  and  lead  exploration 

•  Protection  of  natural  resources  in  NE  IL  is  critical  now,  (requiring 
adequate  geologic  maps);  entire  state  in  future 

•  Geologic  maps  needed  to  establish  wellhead  protection  (setback  zones,  regulate  recharge 
areas,  groundwater  protection  needs  assessment,  hazard  reviews) 

•  Large-scale  geologic  maps  of  glacial  surface  deposits,  glacial  thickness,  glacial  till 
member  isopachs,  bedrock  surface  topography,  bedrock  surface  geology,  bedrock  structure, 
potent iometric  maps  of  major  aquifers 

•  Sand  &  gravel  isopach  maps,  for  groundwater  assessments 

■  Large-scale  geologic  maps  of  Kane  County  to  help  in  protection  of  shallow  aquifers 

•  More  detailed  maps  showing  sub-surf icial  features  in  developed  areas, 
especially  relative  to  groundwater 

•  Maps  helping  in  assessment  of  hazards  resulting  from  major  earthquake 
along  New  Madrid  fault  zone 

•  Maps  of  aquifers,  groundwater  flow  patterns,  particularly  in  densely 
populated  and  industrialized  areas 

•  Geologic  maps  in  digital  form  are  needed  (several  times  mentioned) 

•  County  geologic  maps  for  SCS  field  offices 

•  More  complete  coverage  by  geologic  maps  of  Alexander,  Jackson,  Johnson, 
and  Union  Counties  needed  by  Shawnee  Nat.  Forest  administration 

•  Areas  of  state  with  greatest  susceptibility  to  groundwater 
contamination  need  to  be  mapped  thoroughly 

•  Till  sheet  (near  surface)  extent  (differentiated  by  engineering 
properties)  in  NE  IL 

•  Reef  locations,  near  bedrock  surface,  in  NE  IL  (mentioned  2x) 

•  1:24K  or  1:12IC  scale  hydrost  rati  graphic  maps 

•  Large-scale  geologic  mapping  needed;  also  update  old  maps,  and  automate 
(digitize)  maps 

•  1:24K  surf icial  geology,  surf icial  materials,  and  aquifers,  all  down  to  bedrock 

14.  Laws,  regulations,  and  ordinances  that  require  use  of  geologic  maps 
Chicago  building  code 

IL  Dept.  of  Transporation  (IDOT)  regulations 
National  Environmental  Protection  Act  (NEPA) 
Resources  Conservaton  and  Recovery  Act  (RCRA) 
UMTA 

FHUA  regulations 
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Af f il iation 

Illinois  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (I EPA) 
lEPA 
I  EPA 
I  EPA 
I  EPA 
I  EPA 
I  EPA 
I  EPA 
I  EPA 
I  EPA 
I  EPA 

Winnebago  County  Solid  Waste 

Disposal  Director 
Winnebago  County  Solid  Waste 

Disposal  Specialist 
Winnebago  County  Highway  Department 
Winnebago  County  Planning  Director 
Winnebago  County  Health  Department 
City  of  Rockford 

Rockford  City  Planning  Department 
South  Beloit  Waste  Water  Treatment 

Plant,  Superintendent 
Boone  County  Regional  Planning  Com. 
Boone  County  Soil  &  Water 

Conservation  District 
Boone  County  Public  Health  Dept. 
Boone  County  Soi I  &  Water 

Conservation  District 
McHenry  County  Public  Health  Director 
McHenry  County  Environmental  Health 
McHenry  County  Planning  Department 
McHenry  County  Solid  Waste  Manager 
U.S.  Dept.  of  Agriculture  Soil 

Conservation  Service 
USEPA 
USEPA 

Agricultural  Extension  Service 

^311  W.  State  St.,  Rockford,  IL 
Illinois  State  Water  Survey 
Rock  River  Reclamation 
Brittany  Builders,  1903  S.  Rt.  31, 

Ringwood,  IL 
Consulting  Hydrogeologist 

2926  N.  Shorewood  Dr., 

McHenry,  IL  60050 
Rockford  Sand  and  Gravel  Inc. 

5290  Nimitz  Road,  Loves  Park,  IL  61111 
Rockford  Blacktop  Co. 
William  C.  Charles  Co.  (Law  Firm) 

4920  Forest  Hills  Road 

Loves  Park,  IL  61111 
Eldridge  Engineering  Associates 

1601  N.  Bond  St.,  Naperville,  IL  60540 
Missman,  Stanley  &  Associates 

414  E.  State  St.,  Box  4327 

Rockford,   IL  61110 
Dri 1 1 ing  Contractor 

1441  S.  Meridian  Rd.,  Rockford,  IL 
Drilling  Contractor,  5205  S.  Rt.  31 

R  i  ngwood ,  I L 
Testing  Engineers 

57  Airport  Drive,  Dixon,  IL 
Colder  Associates 

1809  North  Mill  St.,  Suite  C 

Naperville,  IL  60563 


Appendix  B 

List  of  individuals  interviewed 

Maine  Phone  miwber 


Davis,  Steve  (815)  987-7404 

Wengrow,  Bob  (815)  987-7404 

Keller,  Kerry  (815)  987-7404 

Meyer,  Carol  (815)  782-6760 

Takacs,  Paul  (815)  782-6760 

Doll  ins,  Dave  (815)  782-6760 
Lanham,  Rick 

Moyer,  Scott  (217)  782-3335 

Corley,  Charles  (815)  987-7760 
Chien,  Harris  J. 
Retzlaff,  David  S. 

Blaney-Baechle,  Mary  (815)  987-3057 

Paster  is,  Allen  (815)  987-2506 

Mohaupt,  Rick  (815)  965-9431 

Noel,  David  (815)  987-2506 

Andersen,  Jim  (815)  962-5092 

Tullock,  Thomas  R.  (815)  987-5571 

Petratti,  Russ  (815)  987-5624 

Teges,  Bill  (608)  389-3070 

Slitkas,  Dave  (815)  544-5271 

Kane,  Daniel  (815)  544-2677 

Carlson,  Debbie  (815)  544-2951 

Gustavson,  Roger  (815)  544-2677 
Bacon,  Maichle 

McNulty,  Pat  (815)  338-2514 
Layer,  Bob 
Fischer,  Hank 

Nichols,  Lewis  (815)  544-2677 

Hiltner,  Allisen  (312)  353-6417 

Schorly,  Bernard  (312)  353-6417 

Specht,  Ed  (815)  987-7379 

Wehrmann,  Al  (217)  333-0493 

Prieve,  Dennis  (815)  397-9700 
Ladd,  David 

Jennings,  Roberta  (815)  344-0017 


Fischer,  Dan  (815)  654-4765 

McNamara,  John  (815)  654-4770 

Holmstrom,  John  (815)  654-4711 


Aronson,  Paul  R.  (708)  369-2901 

Zuroske,  Patrick  M.  (815)  965-6400 
Knox,  Robert  W. 

Rosenquist,  Jerald  (815)  963-5916 

Huemann,  John  (815)  385-0414 

Hersch,  Frank  (815)  964-8030 

Miller,  Joe  (815)  544-6994 

(708)  357-2066 


In  addition  to  the  individuals  listed  above  11  other  individuals  were  interviewed  in  context  with  private  cleanup 
si  tes. 
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List  of  Sites  in  Boone  and  Uinnebego  Cointies 
for  Uhich  Quantifiable  Cost  Estiaates  are  Available 


Appendix  C 


BOONE  COUNTY  SUPERFUND  SITES 


•  Belvidere  Muiicipal  <1 

$149,307  I  EPA 

$5-7  million  for  remedial  action 
Assuned  over  a  10  year  period 

•  Bonus  (Nig) 
$A5,651  lEPA 

$22K  for  management  assistance 

$45  million  clean-up  cost 
estimate 


•  Nidwest  Plating.  Herbert 

•  $1,461  lEPA  $ 


•  Parson's  Outside  (Parson's  Casket) 
$413,487  lEPA 
$1.2  million  RIFS 

PiJip  and  treat,  strip  or  no  action 
as  alternatives 

(1)  Puip  and  treat  $2-3  million 
for  25  to  30  years 

(2)  Operation  and  Maintenance 
$10K/year  for  30  years 


BOONE  COUNTY  VOLUNTARY  CLEANUP  SITES 


^  Data  source:  Personal  interviews  with  individuals  listed 
in  Appendix  B. 
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UINNEBAGO 

•  Paget 's  Pit 
(Uimebago  Bect.Serv.) 

$1  X  10^  RIFS 

$7,414  State  EPA  (as  of  6/30/90) 

$1  million  cost  of  planning 
alternative  for  Pagel's  pit 

•  ACME 

$1  X  10*^  RIFS  (1984) 
$15-17  million  future  clean-up 
$10  million  -  Other  resp.  parties 
$59,025  I  EPA 

•  Beloit  Corporation 

$14,659  lEPA 

$20  K  management  assistance  and 
federal  funds 

Only  solvents  found  - 
minimal  remediation 


COUNTY  SUPERFUND  SITES 


•  SE  Rockford 

$400  K  RIFS 
Alternatives: 

(1)  Water  Line  Extension  $3,3  -  4.3  million 

(2)  2  new  deep  municipal  wells  -$8-9  million 

(3)  New  private  wells  for  everybody  (250-300) 

$8.6  -  10.6  million 

(4)  Treat  contaminated  well  $3.5  -  5.5  million 

(5)  Treat  each  private  well  $30  million 

Supplied  water  in  bottles  for  about  two  years 
$250  K  for  carbon  filters  for  households 
(No  state  dollars  spent) 


•  IPC  (Interstate  Pollution  Control 
(Roto  Rooter) 

$10,315  lEPA  (1983-84) 

$0.75-1.0  million  RIFS 

$100  K  lEPA  oversight 

$1  million  soil  clean-up 

Several  million  $  for  pumping  and  treatment 


•  Six  Oaks  in  Pecatonica  (Trailer  Park) 

$37  K/year  Maintenance  Cost 
30  years  assumed 
$810,506  lEPA 
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•  Illinois  Water  Treataent  -  Rockford 

•  sampling  -  50K 

•  $2,288  lEPA 


•  Uamer  Brake  -  delisted  site 

•  $1  million  for  well  and  waterline 

•  $3-10  million  for  treatment  system 

spent  by  company 

•  $39  million  lawsuit  by  Attorney 

General  (settled  out-of-court) 

•  company  agreed  to  clean  up 


•  Borg-Uamer  Corp.  Rockford 

•  2020  Harrison  Ave.,  well 

contamination  problem 

•  Borg-Warner  installed  a  well-nest 

-  $3  K  apiece 

•  not  aware  of  other  on  going  things 

•  $14,447  lEPA 


•  Sinstrand 

•  $5,894  I  EPA 

•  Hydroline 

■  $27  I EPA 

•  lEPA  -  Smmary  of  Boone- Uinnebago 

■  $2,478,018  -  lEPA  expenditures  as 

of  June  30,  1990.    Includes  labor 
costs,  contractual  (laboratory, 
consultant,  etc.) 
Carol  Meyer,  lEPA 


UINNEBAGO  (XUNTY  VOLUNTARY  CLEANUP  SITES 

•  Uooduard  Governor  Co.,  Loves  Park 

•  tank  leak  -  putting  in  a  stripper  tower  - 
$100-200  K 

•  total  $200-350  K  including  monitoring  well 

and  consultant 

•  5001  North  Second  Street 

•  conservative  estimate 

•  $4,197  lEPA 


•  Mat ti son  Machine  Works,  Rockford 

•  just  in  initial  stages  -  $46  state 

•  Sunstrand  Corp.  will  take  lease 

•  Magnolia  Landfill,  People  Ave.  kitty 

corner  from  IPC 


Kaney  Transportation,  7222  Cunningham  Rd. , 
Rockford 

$1,351  lEPA 
$100  K  for  study 

disposal  ($100  <)  dug-up  drums  and  disposal 


Alloy  Plating,  Rockford 
$20,590  I  EPA 

Ipsen  CHT 

$23,364  I  EPA 


OTHER  SITES 


•  Aaerican  Brass 

Waste  site  caused  10-12  houses  to 
abandon  wells  and  hookup  to  city 
water  supply. 

$2.5  -  5.0  K  per  hookup 


•  People's  Avenue  (Quaker  Oats) 
No  action 
$500  K  RIFS 
$2,846  I  EPA 


•  Hononega  Comtrv  Estates 

$27,000  in  1982  for  a  nitrate  study 
Septic  systems 

•  Oak  Crest  Siixlivision 

At  Rock  River  Water 
Reclamation  Center 

$1.6  million  to  construct  sewer  lines 


•  Sand  Park  (SRAPL) 

$2  million  before  remedies  are  designed 
just  preliminary  storing  -  no  action 
cost  included 

•  Frir*'s  Industrial  Waste  (SRAPL) 
$893,143  I  EPA 
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